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Abstract

TWenty-six LD students were observed over two entire school days,

to examine the extent to which students.in different service,deiivery

levels were provided with varying instructional approaches and

opportunities to learn. 'Several differences were found in

insti-uctional approaches: _less severely learning disabled students

were allocated more time for academic 'activities, entire group

teaching structures, 'and no teacher response than were more severely. .

learning disabled students, who were allocated more time for other

media, individual teaching structures, and teacher approval. However:

few differerices were found in students' opportunities to leai-R through

active acadeMic responding: less severely learning disabled students

rigaged in silent readin'§ for greater amounts af time, than more

severely,learning disabled students, ,but uley also spent more time in

inappropriate Student responses. Academic responding time was low for

all students, averaging lgss than 45 minufes per'day,, and:variability

among students was large, even within one service deljvery level.

Relationships among student response times and achievement gains

generally confirmed the positive relationship between,active academic

responding and achievement and the negative relationship between

inappropriate responding and achievement. .,The implications of the

findings for service provision to LD stddents are explored.
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"Aarjemic -Responding Time for LD Students Receiving

Different Levels of Special Education Services

Instruction for learning disabled .(LD)1 students supposedly has

undergone major shifts in focus since the need for special education

for these students first was proposed (cf. thall, 1978). Further,

because definitions of "learning disability" have varied from state to

state (Mercee, ForgnOne,...& Wolking, 1976), the characteristics of 111)

stdents in one state often are different from those of CO s_tudents in

another state. In fact, the definitions and characteristics of LD

stildents may change from one community to the next (cf. Ysseldyke,

1979). Even within one community, educators have recognized th4

there are variations fn the chartcteristics of studenq categorized as

learning disabled (cf. Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982).

The existence of variable characteristics within special

education categories, and presumably tfle corresponding variance in

instructional needs, led Deno (1970) to prbpose a cascade mod6.1. of, i.
. .1.

special education 'services. For tbe public schools, this, modeT

outlined a continuum Of, services from regular clasroom gacement

, (least restrictive) biropgh homebound ser.vice (most restricfive)%

',71!._ .

. .7..
s

,
.

.

, 'Some states have adopted thtsjyrie 'of model in providing sgvices ,to
,

",--- i
r ,

LO .st'Oerits., varying the level of service re,ceived 'by the1/4 tudeot
..... ,

,

, - dcarding..to the'severity.ofjhe student'..s disability:,
x

Rvent.. sur.,,ey's have demonstrtated coaiderable variability in the
, ... "

instructipnal interveritiods' used with LD students across the nation
-

(Potter & Mitkin, 1982; Thurlow & Ysseldyke, 1982). However, the

0
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or sltuden:ts, vari.s1es that have'

the-Tamobrit--ofi-t1 e he- -student
! ,

,

ction, in *.gpec c nteni areas, usjing specific kinds
1 ,

-1.

as Well -how teacher interacts,wi h the stUdentq
1

student does:whi in clss (cf. McCorm ck, Cooper,
1

).! Teacher alep rts 1V\-the instruCtionT time -beinb
- ! \

I

stbdents is ne 'proach\that mi.ght be sed to stu y,

\\ di fereqc6s in,educati jon for tudents, i,n\different sel.vice de-live y,
I

.\\

environments, However,, ag-reem* between achpr, r p rts and wh t"

actu lly takes place 'has- been shown to be niml (Felsentha) &\\
Kirsch,\\1978', Fredertck,, Walberg, & Rasher, 1 J akcobsen, 19L;."
Karweit & alavin, 1981): Observational 'Procedures generally have been

more fruitful; observed time 4n," idftruction, and, even more
", .

specifically,i stip:lents' active responding time, have, been sRown to

relate directly to students' achievemept in school (cf. Gradeh,

Thurlow, & Ysseldyke, 1982a).

Although observation has' been used with 'increasing frequency to

examine regular class students' academic responding time, enbaged

time, or opportunity to learn, little has been done with LD students.

Of those studies that have used formal obsef-vational techniques, most

, -

compared LD students as a group to students having other 14be1s or to

J
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normal students. In'one observational investigation that,compared LD

f

and non-LD secondary students in amainstream class, three types of

student .behaviors were pbserved: study behaviors, social behaviors,

1 .

and classroom conduct behaviots (Schumakervo Sheldon-Wildgen, &

Sher'man, 1980). LD students were, fouri'd to spend Tore time than non:LD

-studen-t-s- ng, udy--behav i-or-s ,- and-

somewhat more time in rule violatiqns. Student-teacher interactions

of LD and non-LD setondary studenIs during a mainstream clau also

have been observed (Rowell, Suzuki, Atwater, Gorne' Kiupsaw, & Morris;

1981; Sk tic, 1980). Interactions were f be similar for th

two groups: tepchers called on and offered assistante to LD and

non-LD students with equal frequency; students in the Iwo groups

volunteered answ rs and reqdeSted hell) equally often; and,. students

received aboUt t e same proportion of approval and disapproval.

In a st dy that 'compared third-grade i LD students to'

,nonhandicapped high achievers, "nonhandicapped low achievers, and

behaviorally hand capped students (ThoTpson, 1979,), 'teacher-student

\
interactions were the focus)of observations. :NO 'differences were

found between low-achieving students and LD students. However,

teachers initiated more interactions over,fil and gave more, feedback

\overall to LD students than to high achieving students, ancL.'asked

fewer low level qUestons of LD students than of bllaviorall

h ndicapped Students. These differences were based on.observations of

o ly dyadic interacti,ons of the teacher, and student; thus, much of

what"happened in' the classroom was excluded from'analysis.

u

Aria ob.
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Another study compared LD and non-LD third and fourth grAde

students, over. two.entire school days (Thurlow, Graden, Greener, &
;

Ysseldyke, 1982). Using one of the more comprehensive observation

systems (Greenrod, Delquadri, & Hall, 1978; Greenwood, Delquadri, ,

Stanley, Terry, & Ha41, 1981; Hall, Greenwood, & Delquadri, undated;

--St-an4ey & -Greenwood-, 1980)i-th4s- study -found-no --di-fferences in the

times allocated to specific activities. . However, there were

signi6Cantdifferences in the type of insfrixtion receild: LD

stude.nts received significantly more individual instructiOn than

non-LD students; conversely, non-LD students received significantly

mor:e instruction within an entire group structure. .Thurlo et al.

also found that LD students received about three times as muli teacher

- approval as non-LD students. Although the school day for the students

was approximately 390 misiutes, almost half of that time was spept in

activities not covered by the observation system (lunch ecess,

musjc, physical education, special assemblies,.ba,thrpom re-aks, moving

bjween classrooms). About yiree hours were allocated to academic

activities. Yet, active academic responding time by the students was

small, averaging about.45 minutes per day.

,__Illypid-i=-Nallecorsa, and Leinhardt (190) observed LD 'students

within 4the special, classroom; no comparison groups were included in
,

the study. These )nvestigators found that although the' students were

'in school for approximately 287 minutes each) ddy, nearly One-third of

. that time was spent making responses unrelated to ecademiCs (off-task 1

responses and waiting Or management responses).,,

o'
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The .0esen study was conducted to exam'ne ,nature of

instruction and academic responding tiMe for ..LD ,students receivin6

different levels of spec educatton services ! The observa0,6

procedures used by ThUrloy et al. (1980-4ere selected to ,/ofd some

of the difficulties encoun er.6Tin other studies ,c1-c1assroom

v-ariables-related-1:6 -students.' learning and s-tudents characteristics

(cf. Graden et al., 1982a). SpecificSlly, the observation system

recorded activity, task, and structure, as well as teacher position,

teacher activity2aqd. student response, on a 10-second interval

schedule.,,Each subject was observed for two entine school days on the

10'.:econd interval coding schedule.

Research Questions

Numerous research questions were posed in fhis investigation. Of

these, eight were consideted to be of major interest for the present

reporte'on the nature of instructional and responding times for

students in five levels of LD services:

(1) To what extent are there siOificant differences in,
time allocated to various activities for students in
differeni LD service delivery levels?

*(2) To wbst extent are there significant differences in
time allocated to academic versus non-academic

activities for students in different LD service
delivery levels?

To what extent are there significant differences in
time allocated to varidus tasks for students in
different LD service d livery levels?

To what .extent are the e significant differ*nces in
time allocated to various teaching ^structurks for
students in different LD service delivery \
levels? 1

,

' 1
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(5.) To what extent are there significant differences in
time-allotated to various teacher positions for

stuaents in different LD servite delivery levels?
, .

(6) To what extent are therg'significant differences in
time Olocated'to various teacher activities for
students in differeni,LD service delivery.
levels?

(7)' To what extent are there significant differences in
time spent in various student responses by students in'
dirYe'rent LD service delivery levels?

1

To what eXtent are there significant differences in
time spent In. academic responding; task management, and
inappropriate behaviors by students in different LD
,service delivery levels?

(8)

In addition to these- reseach questions, the present report also

addresses: (a) what the "typical" school day is, like for elementary

LO .students, (b) the relationship between time in various student

responses and athievement, and (c) differences between LD students at

different service levels that were not coded by, the observational

systqm.

Method

Subjects

- Twenty-six students from g5 classrooms in 11 elemenTary)schools
,

served as subjects. Students receiving LD servces, at levels, 1-4

(N=23) were froM 24 classrooms in 10 elementary schools in a suburban

school strict. ,Level 5 subjects (N=3) were from two classrooms in

one elementary school in an urban school district. The program for

level 5 4tudents was' one of only a few within public schools in the

metropolitan area in which the study was conducted. There were no

level 5 stUdents in'the tuburban school district from which the other

1
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:students were 5 elected. A

7

The five levels of LD service were defined in term9 of the amount

of specialized iel t. received by the. student. Level 1 s'iudents

eecetved indirect LD specialist %help in fhe form of follow-up.
.

monitoring and perhaps some consultation between the 0 teacher and

the regular cla§sroom.teacher. Level 1 sfudents did not leave the

regular classroom for services. Level Z,students receiwed more direct

help from the LD specialist,. but .still only within' the 'regular

classroom. lite LD, teacher provided the.regular classroom teacher.with

spec,ial support services for the student or sometime§ en.t.ered the

regular classroom to provide the student wIth special tutoring'for a

small amount of time. Level 3 students received special LD services

outside of the regular classroom for part of the day (up to 1/2 day,

or 3 hours). Level 4 studentSwreceived special LD services outside,of

the regular classroom for more than half of the day. Level 5 students

received alq instruction within a special LD, chassroom. It was

assumed Yhat the level in which 'a particular student received services

reflected the severity 'of the student's_learning disability or the

4
degree of learning impairment evidenced by the student; the higher the

N

nUMber of the level id which the student received Services; the .

greater the severity of the student's learning disability.

All students were in grades three (N=15) and four (N=11); 17 were

male and 9 *were female. Ihe homOoom teachers .of the level 1-4
1

students included 17 females. (12,3rd grade, 5 4th grade) and 6 males

(1 3rid grade, 5 Ath grade). The level 5 teachers, each of wRom served
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both'third'and fouirth grade students, wer'e both female.

All teachers and students were volunteer participants in t

observational study. In, the suburban school district, consent forms

were sent to teachers and the parents of all students by the school

district at the beginning of-the school year. In the:urban school

Aistrict, consent forms were sent to teachers and the parents of all

student:s in their classrooms by the LD coordinator in the spring.

Stbdents. were selected randomly from each level of service, with

three each from levels I, 2, 4, and 5 and the remaining 14 from level .

3. Thj§ distribution was rehective of the general distribution in
4

the population.

..Observation System'

The CISSAR Code for Instructional Structure and Student Academit,

Response) observation system was used in this study. The version of

the system employed was developed by the Juniper Gardens Children's

Project n Kansas City, Kansas (Greenwood et al., 1978). °The system

focused the observation on the behavior of one target student (rather

than sampling behaviors of several students) and allowed observers 'to

record six event areas: (a) activity (12 codes), (b) task (8 todes),

(c) teaching structure (3.codes), (d) teacher position (6 codes), (e)

teacher activity (5 codes), and (f) student responSe (19 codes).

Seventeen stop codes a)so kre used to record reasons'for'termination
6

of observation. Table 1 is a list of the.event areas and the specific

events recorded within each area. Detailed definttions arid examples

are p4-esented in Appendix .A. Excluding the stop codes, a total of 53

10
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different evenis'could be recorjed with the CIS-SAR system.

Insent Table 1 about,here

An, interval time 'sampling .techniqUe was used to direct the

crecording -of events. Three e'vent areas were recorded every 10 seconds

over tfie entire schpol day while the student was in the classroom.

Cgding w)s s.tructured into' blocks oft seven 10-second intervals.

00ri.ng ;the first 10-second, interval-, 'activity, 'task, and teaching/

,:structure were recorded. During each of the next 10-second intervals,

i.teachen; position, teacher activity, and student response were

,ecoeded: This pattern was maintained throughout the observation.

AR,auditory electronic timer attached to a clipboard was used to

5igna1 the 10-second interval's.

VP

earPlug so that only the observer Gould h the signal (a short beep

s6und). The, clipboard Nas used to hold coding sheets and to provide a

The timer 'was equipped with an

hrq:sueface for marking events.

The Coding sheets, modeled after those used by the sluniber

Gardens Children's Project (Stanley & Greenwood, 1980), were designed

at Minnesota's Institute so that they cobld be read automatically by

an optical scanner (see Appendix R).. To be read correctly by the

scanner, the circles on the coding sheet had to be dark and completely

filled. In addition to spaces for. coding student identification and

start and stop times, each sheet contained three bldcks representing

70 seconds' each. iach completed sheet represen'ted 3.5 minutes of,

1
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observation time.

Observers

Eleven indivjduals.served as observers during the prese9t study.

Nine of the observers were responsible for the majority of -the

observations. The Other two observers were substitutes who filled in

_.for reasons_of sickness, mat(e-up observations, and so on. These

substitute observers were InStitute staff mem4ers who condueteg

observer.-training sesOons and monitored the 'regular observers. The

reguL'ar'obsrvers.were all females who had been selected °Prom a pool

of 50 female applicants who had eesponded to an -ad in a local '

newspaper. A prerequisite for consideration was tha0,the ,applicant

not have a background in education; the goal was to minimize biases

that might be brought to the classroom setttng. Additional selection

criteria includeb average or above average reading ability and'

performance 'on selected parts of a general clerical skills 'test. A

personal intervieW with one of two IRLD staff members comprised the

final step of selection.

Of the nine selected observers, two had attended college for at

least one year and one had a BA. Two others had completed a-6usiness

or vocational school program. Previous employment varied greatly,

including sales, clerical, foster parrt, own business, and social

wOrker. All but two observers had a child or children in elementary

or secondary school". Observers did not work in schools in which their

children were enrolled.

1

4



Procedures

Observer.training. Training of observers in the observation
-

systeM was accomplished through the use of an Observer and Trainer's

Manual (Stanley & GreenWood, 1980). The manual presented eight units

' that, according to the authors, were sequenced in terms of the

complexity of the "recording skills covered. Training required

obsdrvers to.read materials and then practice coding small numbers of

events through the use of a variety of other media, including

flashcards, overheads; and videotapes. Exercises and Auizzes were

presented throughout the manual. Mastery (100X covect) of the

.>

material in each unit was required before continug in the training
-

to the next uriit. A

11

)
Training in the _system' was conducted by four Institute Staff

members. Two wpeWof half-day training sessions were required to-

cover the material presented in the manual.' fhis was followed by two

to three days of, practice coding within actual classrooms.-

Data collection. .The trained education4l observers coded

activities on either a Whole7day (one observer all day) or' haff-day

(one'obsrver for morning, another for afternoon) basis. Typically,

observers did not code continuously f.or a period.of more than 1 1/2 -

2 hours because of breaks within the school day. Obser.vations were

not conducted during breaks, such as those for lunch, recess,. and,

bathroom. Also, observer,s did not code during physical education,

music, or special assembly programs since the observation system did

not aPply to these situationS. Observers did follow target.students
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when they left their homerooms to go to other classrooms for other

subject's (typically reading and/or mathematics), or when they went tp
1 -

the LO, teacher for special instruction. Coding was conducted in these

other classrooms in the same manner as in homerooms. Regardless-dof

the physical setting, observers attempled to position themselves ,to be

unobtrusive and.to avoid revealing the identity of target students to

the target stddents themselves or to other students.

Use of thie optical scanner coding sheets typically required

observers to -mark only siashes in the appropriate circles while

observing because the 10-second interval did not provide enough time

for circleS to be darkened sufficiently to be read accurately by the

optical scanner. As a result, ',observers,darkened the slashed circles .4

after the actual observation was completed, either during break

periods, in the,evenings, or'on the weekends. This procedure tended v,

to-reduce errors in the coding of data.

Frequently, the coded observational data were ppplemented with

4necdotal recording. Generally, anecdotal recordings were useti 10

provide:A Ascription of the classroom setting, the.target student,

and 'apything unusual that may have occurred during observations. The

dbservers were provided with gvidelines for anecdotal recordings (see

Appendix C) to help them determine when thelkwere needed and what they .

should cover.
10,

E,ach target student,was observed for two full days by observers.

The decision to collect two days of data on each student was based on

stability.analyses presented by Greenwood et al. (1981), in.which they
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found one day of observation predfcting 62% and 92% of the variance

for activity and student response, respectively. The observations

were scheduled so that students would not be observed twice on the

same day of the 'week; typi-dally, the two days of observaiion were

consecutive. All observations (2 days for 26 students) were.completed

between January and April.

In the present study, it was impossible to keep.observers blind

as to the LD classification oflthe students they observdirtince 'most
%

of the LD students, met with an LD teacher for some part of the day.

However, they were unaware of each 4:udent's level of service. It was

also difficult to keep teachers unaware of the identity .of students

being observed. For this reason teachers were asked to help

observers identify the students and to provide them with the students'

schedules.

Reliability,5hecks Were conducted throughout the

stiudy. These checks:w,,ere conducted by another observer (designated

the "reliability,observer") who joined the observer in the classrobm

and coded events on the target student for approximately 14:minutes (4

pages.of observation). During this study, 10 reliabilify checks were

cbmpleted.

Two types of r..Jability were checked: (a) behaviOral, and (b)

sequential. Behavioral reliability was a measure of observer
PP.

agreement on a specific event being observed; behavioral reliabilities

were calculated for (a) teacher position, (b) teacher activity, and

(G) student response. The second type--of reliability, sequential

1

4.

1
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reliability, was a me ure of observer agreement on a' sequence of

items; this measure was designed to document that observers were

coding in the sequence required by the observation system. According

to the CISSAR training manual, the desired levels of:reliability were

90% for behavioral reliability and' 85% for sequential reliability.

Table 2 presents a summary of the reliabilities obtailned during the

present study.

Insert'Table 2 about here

To maintain adequate levels of reliability throu,ghbut the,study,

meetings were held to disCuss coding problems', reliabililty

disagre6ments, and so on. These were held on a weekly basis for the

f-irst two weeks of the study, and then on a biweekly bvis after that.

At the meetings, definitions werereviewed and any,disagreements were

resolved.

Achievement testing.. Level 1-4 ;tudents in the vesent study

were administered the Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT;.Dunn

& Markwardt, 1970) by LD personnel yllithin the suburban school system.

The PIAT was administered to most students both at the end of the

school .year and at the beginning of the year or sometime previous to

that. Level 5 students were administered the PIAT at the end of the

school year by'a trained tester.who was ohe of the Instlte staff

members. "Pre" scores on the PIAT 'were not available for these

students.
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En,d-of-the-year PIAT scores were _obtained for 20 of the students

(76.9%). The remaining students were not tested either because they

had moved (3.8%), because parental permission for providing test(

scors.to Institute staff wa's not giverv (7.7%), or because the school

system's LD" staff had decided that a. fall testing would be more

appropriate (11.5%). End-of-the-year P.IAT data 'were availablefor one

l-evel 1 student (33.3%), two level 2 students (66.7%), 11 level 3

students (78.6%), three level 4 students (100'.0%), and three level 5

stádents (100.0%).

:Pre" PIAT scores were obtained for 16 of, the students (61.5%)

one level 1 student (33:39), two level ? students (66.7%), 1.1 level 3

students .('78.6%); two level 4 students (66.7%): and no level 5
,

students (0.0%). '

Data AnalysiS''

Total amounts of ti'Me each student speni in the 53 observed

events and in five event comOtites over the' two days of obserysation
, .

colorised the dependent measures that were analxzed, in this study.

However, for: desCriptive purposes, -these times were transformed ta

represent thetime spent in each ecient during one sqool day. Because

the observation system was designed to record-as much data as%possible.

duri.ing each 10 second interval, the activity, tas1/4, ahd structure were

coded once every 70' seconds while the teacher position, _teAcher

activity, and student response were coded six times every 70 seconds..

Thus, transformations of times from the recording ,ystem produced

slight overestimates "of the time spent in each. activity, task; a6d
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structure, and sli4ht underestimates of the time spent ill each teacher

position, teacher activity, and student response. The transformed

3

times appear in all figures and tables, but were not used in the

actual data analyses.

All data Nere analyzed using one-way ANOVAs to, test for

. significant differences (2 < .05) between the group means. Further,

fpecause some of the significant Fs might occur.by chance due to ihe-

large number of ANOVAs conducted:only those findings that exceeded

the number that would be expected by chance for each reseaPch question

. (5%) are reported.2

Student-Newman-Keuls follow-up tests were run on all variables

meeting.the'significance criteria described a6Ove. A .65 level of

significance was adopted for these follow-up tests.

In addition tO comparing the means of the students in the five'

service delivery levels; Comparisons wei-e conducted with students in

levels 1 and 2.combised and students in 'levels 4 and 5 combilSed. This

latter wialysis allowed for the examination of differences between

three approaches to service delivery: (1) delivery-within the regular

classroom setting (levels 1 and 2), (2) delivery within a resource

room for' relatively brief time periods (level 3), and (3) delivery

within a special setting for relatively extended time. periods (levels

4 and 5).

.Students' ena-of-the-year PIAT data were correlated with their

sfudent response times. Further, for those students having Oth pre

and post scores on the PIAT, correlations were calculated betweeR the
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changes in_ their FIAT scores, and their oberved student response
. 1

times. /

Re ults

A Typical School Day

For students in.levels 1-4, the total sQhOol day was 390 minutes;

this included all time from.whi they arrived at school in the_morning

to.when they left in the after oon. The total school day for level 5.

students was 345 mi utes. Anialysis of the total amount of oberved

time indicated that there We e no significant differences among the

five gC-oups.

/-A Aypical school day forthe 23 level 1-4 LD students derived by

averaging across all studenits, ,is depicted in, Figures_ 1-6. Thes

ftgures represent the averge time devoted- to each activity, task,

structue, teacher position', teacher activity, and student response.

Although thetotal school ay was 390 minutes,,students were observed

for only sltghtly over ha'f of this time. During the rem5ining time,

students' were involved in activities Tat included in-the obs-ervatiorn

system (such as lunch, music, special essemblies, etc.)

Insert Figures 1r6 about here
.

When students could be observed, Most time w-aieallocgted to

academic ictivities; reetivitfes were allocated the most ime:

about .57 minutes were devo ed to reading, about 43 minutes Were

devoted to math, and about 30 minutes were devoted to language (see

re
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Figure 1). The major task for students was readers, followed by other
ts

media,.worksheets, and workbooks'.*(see Figure 2). Most time 'was

devoted to an entire group teaching structure (see Figure 3), and bib'

teachtr most often was'positioned among students, (see Figure 4). The

most frequent teacher activity consisted of 'no responW^to tbe target

studrit,, this was followed by teaChing (see, Figure -5). Student

responses most often Were task management r spoRses (about 1.1/2 hi:),

5
especially passive responses such as listening, vggitingtc. (see

Figure 6). For student resP'onses 'that were aoademic in nature, most

:eime was spent writing. Inapproprtate student responses a4ccounted for

'about 10 minutes of the student's obs'erved school day"

The times preSentedlln Figures 1-5 represent

average times across students; they give no indicatibn of 'the extreme

variability in times for indiVidual' students. The average %Omes and

ranges of times Jor some of the ,event.s showidg ,lhe greate

variability' acro.v all 'students are shown in,Table 3.. The average

times and ranges of times for $3ll observed events,4re prev,ented in the
t.

tables in Appendi,x D.,; As ,is indicated in4,these tables, large,

,

diffeOnces' ill times existed-among thetLQ students. For example, on

. .,..
t ,

the 'days ob'served, one siudentl)Was allocated no time in individual,
_

.

instruction while another student waS al)ocated oyer 1 1/2 ho rs id

indiVIdual instruction; one student spent 4bout 5 minutes looking

---around while another student spent 28 'minutes doing so. he'extreme

variability in times' for individual students should be kept in mind

when considering the average times found for the vakious' evehts that



wer Observed.
\

Comparison of LO StudeOs Across Five S(rvice'Levell -

Although a signiflicant difference 'was not fouji,d among the five

groups of students in the total amount of time observed, the average

19

times did vary from a 'low of 168.4 Onutes ,(2.9 hr) for level 5

°

students to a high of 232.3 minutes (3.9 hr) for level 2 students'. As

times are broken down into various' activities, tasks, and so on,

differe'nces between actual times may -be significant when the)

percentages of total times are nearly equivalent; on the other and,

differences .between actual times -may be insignificant when the

percentages of total times appear very divergent. The actual amount

of time is considered to),be the critical measure (cf. Graden et al.;

1982a); thus, statistical tests were conducted on actual times.

'However,4centage data also are presented for comparison purposes.

Activity. The. average amounts of time and percentage's of time

allocated to various activitics during one school day for LD students

. len leveiS.1-5 ar'e presented in Table 4. ';A signi,ficant difference was

found among the ftve groups in tile time allocated to math,

,F(4,21)=4.22, Follow-up tests, indicated that more time was

allocated to math for students in level 2 (52.7 min) than' for students
./

in level '5 (22.8 min). This diff ence is reflected in the

.opercentag'es of total observed tmes allocated for level 2 (22.7) and
w,

level 5 (3.5%) ,students. All other groups had allocated times for

matti in between these tlo and were oot significantly different from

either. For students in ail service levels, most time was allocated

L

oft
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' to reading aria math; these activities' accounted for over 40% of the

observed school day for, students in each Within level 5,

however,bless time was'allocated to math than to language.

Insert Table 4 about here

S.

Activity composites. 'In analyzing the time allocated to siarious

activities, composites were formed to,compare the times spent by

students in levels 1-5 in academic aCtivities (reading, matR,

spellinghandwriting, language, science, and social studies) and in

nori-academic activities (arts/craAs, free time, business management,

and transitfon). Table 5 shows the average amounts of time allocated

,

to these_two activity composites during one day for students In each

service level. A significant difference was found among the five

groups in time allocated to academic activities, F(4,21)=5.11, T.005.

Follow-uP tests indicated that more time was allocated to academic

activitfes- fdr'students in levels 2 (190.1 min or 3.2 hr) and 3 (186.2

min or 3.1 hr) ,thl for students in level 5 (133.7 min or 2.2 hr).

Examination of Table 5 reveals that the percentages ,of total* times

allocated to academic activities were very similae for students in

level 2 (81.8%) and level 5 '(79.4%); however, the actual time

difference amoUnted to one hour. No. differences were found among the

7-

ifive groups n the time allocated to. non-academic activities.

2;

>



21

4

Insert Table 5 about here

Task. Table 6 is a lisl -of the average amounts of time allocated

to various tasks during one sokOol day for students in levels 1-5. A

signifiCant difference was found among groups in the amoNts of time

students listened to lectures F(421)=3.10,, 2.=.038. Follow-up tests -

did nOt identifY the source of the'difference, suggesting that the

significance of the 'difference is questionable (Winer, 101). No

other differences were found in the amounts of time allocated to

various tasks for students in levels 1-5.

Insert Table 6 about 'here
it

Teaching structure. Two statistically significant differences

were found in the amounts of time allocated to various teaching

structures for students in levelS 1-5 (see Table 7). Follow-up tests

indicated that the signi.ficant differences, between groupt in time

spent in enti,re group structures, F(4,24,=6.57, 2.=.001, was ue tq.
1.

:the greater gmount'pf eime spent by students in levels 1-3 as compared

..to Students in levels 4 and 5.. Students in levels 1-3 spent from 2.1

hours to 3.0 hours in entire group instruction while students in level

4 spent\less than one hour (56.7 min) and students in level 5 spent

just over,one hour (1 hr"24 min) in entire group instruction. For the

significant differenck among groupS .in time spent in individual
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struEtures, F(4,21)=5.96, 2=.002, follow-up te.sts indicated that level

4 students were allocated more individual Instruction (86.8 min or 1.4

hr) than students in all other levels, who spent from 14.6 minutes to

29.8 minutes in individual instruction. It is interesting to noter

that times in individual structures increased from level 1 to level 4

but then dropped at level 5; time percentages reflected this pattern

also. No differences Among groups were found in time allocated,to

sMall group structures. D

,

c

, ,

Insert Table 7 about here

,

Teacher position. The average amounts of time during one school

day spent by students ,in levels 1-5 with the teacher in various
1 %

poitforis relative to the student being observed are shown in Table 8.

'No significant diffOrrences were found in the amounts of time spent

With the teacher in various positions for students in five service

levels: Stuckents in all levels spent the most time with the teacher

, among students.

/
_.,

Insert Table 8 about her

, .

' Teacher,Icjiviey. Table 9 is a summary of the average amounts of,
.

tihe spent by -students in levels 1-5 with the teacher involved in

varioua activities during one' school day. For all groups, most time

-was sPent with the teacher -making no response to-them; the actual

2. ,
ti

c.,

I'
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amount of time ranged from 1.6 hours to.2.0 hours and reflected from

52.5% to 71.1% of the observed school day. Very small amounts of time

I

were spent with the teacher giving,either approvalor,disapproval to

target students; approval time ranged froM 6 seconds to 1.7.minutes

and disapproval time ranged from 30 seconds to 1.4 Minutes. Although

the ANOVA indicated a significant difference between groups in teacher

approval time, the follow-up tests did not identify the sojice of any

difierences.

Student response. Significant differences between times spent in

various student responses by fevel 1-5 LD students emerge0or only

one of the 19 student responses (see Table 10). The signlificant

difference was found for the inappropriate student response q TOoking

around, F(4;21)=3.72, 2=.019. Follow-up tests indicated that Ancients

in level 1 "spent more time looking.i around than students in levels, 4

1,

and 5.

Insert Table 10 about here

Student response composites. Table 11 presents the average

amounts of time students spent engaged in active academic responses

(writing, playing acadeliiic ,games, reading aloud, reading silently,

talking about academics, answering academic questions, and asking

academic questions), task management responses (passive responses,

raising hands, looking for materials, moving to new academic stations,

and appropriate play), and inappropriate responses (disruption,

.1
J
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InaPproprtate play, inappropriate task, talking about non-academics,

fnappropriate locale, looking around, and self-stimulation).

Differences between groups were found for fhe inappropriate -student

response composite, F(4,21)=3.42, 2=.026. Follow-up tests revealed

that students in level 2 spent more time making inappropria,te.

responses (about 45 min per day) than did students in level 5 (about

1

15 min per day).

lInsert Table 11 about here,

Comp,arison of LD Students Grouped by Extent of Services , . .

'Activity. Table 12 is a list of times allocated to various

.

activities for three grot4 of LD students (levels 1 & 2, level 3,

levels 4 & .5). None of the differences between these groups was

significant.

Insert Table 12 about here

Activity composites. A significant difference was found in the

time allocated to academic activitiey fqr students in the three

groups,' F(2,23)=5.50, 2=.011 (see Table 13). Follow-up tests

indicated that students in level ,"3 were allocated more time for

academ* activities than were students in levels 4 and 5 combined.
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4,4.

-r

'Insert Table 13 about here

,

, Task. Table 14 is a summary of the average amounts of time
, .

allocated to varibus tasks. Two significant differences among groups

were identified by the ANOVAs: time allocated to readers, and time

allocated to other media. Follow-up tests did not isolate the

difference related to readers, thus suggesting that the finding of a

significant difference is questionable: For other media, follow-up

tests indicated that students in levels 4 afttl 5 were allocated more

time with other media (about 1.1 hr) than were students in levels.1-3

(about 0.7 hr).

Insert Table 14 about here

Teaching structure. Significant differences among th-e- three

groups of LD students emerged in time dllocated to entire group,

teaching structures F,(2,23)=10.20, e.-00-1 (see 'Table 15). The

4 follow-up test indicated that students in levels 173 were allocated
0

significantly more entire group tiMe.(about 2.6 hr) than were students

in levels 4 and 5 (about 1.2-hr). Still, for students in levels 4 and

5, entire grOup 'structures were used mores than_ any other teaching

structure,, accounting for almost 39% of the observed day. Yet, this

is in striking comparison to the 71% figures for students in levels

1-3.

3-4
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Insert Table 15 about here

Teacher position. ji_ihverage amounts Of time during whicp the

4
, 1 '

three groups of LD students received inst ction mith the teacher in

,

various positions relative to the students being observed are shown, in

Table 16. NO significant differences among grdups emerged. All

k....\19
students spent most time wit the teacher among students, followed by

either in front of the class or eside the student'.

Insert Table 16 about herd

Teacher activity. Table 17 is 6 list of the average amounts of

time the teacher was involved in various activities with the three

groups of LD students during one schoorday. For all groups, the

teacher was making no e'esponse to the target-student-for the greatest-
/

amount of time; however, the groups did differ significantly in the .

imount of no response time received, F(2,23)=3.65, E=.042. Follow-up

tests indicated that students in levels 1 and 2 received more no

response time (about 2.0 hr) tiin students in levels 4 and 5 (about

1.5 hr), Further, signifiCant differences emerged in the amounts of

approval time' received, F.(2,23.).5.83, 2:--.009; with students in levejs

4 arid 5 receiving more (about 1.4 min). than students fn other levels

(from 12 sec to 30 -sec). It is '.interestiftg that while teacher

disapproval was much greater than i'eacher approval for Students in
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levels 1-3, teacher approv0 was approximately equal to teadher

disapproval fOr students in levels 4 and 5.

1

Insert Table 17 about here
14

Student response. Significant differences em-6rged among the

three--groups of L. students for times engaged in. three student

4* 7

responses (see Table 18). Students in levels 1 and,2 were engaged in

silent' reading for a significantly longer time (12.5 min) than

students in levels 3-5 (from'3.1 to 7.1 min), F(2,23)=5.45, 2,..012.

However, students in levels 1 and 2 also engaged in inappropriate play

(8.3 min) more than students in level 3-5 Ifrom 4.1 to 2.9 min),

F(2,23).3.69, R=.041. Further, students in levels 1 and 2 looked

around for greater amounts of time (22.2 min) than students in level 3

(15.6 min), who also looked around for greater amounts of time than

studentsin levels 4 an-d 5 (9-.6 min),-F(2,231=7.41, 2.=.003. For all

groups of students, the most frequent active academic response was

writing, accounting for about ;13% (from 16:8 to 23.8 min) of the

observed daj. The most frequent student response overall was pessive

responding, which accounted for about'40% (from 60.4 to 79.8.min) of

the observed day. Students spent -bore time engaged in passive

responses (waiting, listening, etc.) than in all active academic

responses.
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Insert Table 18 abourhere

Student response composites. Table 19 is a sumelry of the

average amounts of time the three groups of LD Students spent engaged

in (a) aCti,ve academic responses (writing, playing academic games,

reading aloud, reading silently, talking *about academics, answering

academic questidns, and asking academic questions), (b) task

management responses (passive, responses, raising hands, looking for

materials, moving 'to- new academic stations, and appropriate play), and

(c) inappropriate responses (disruption, inappropriate play,

inapproprtate task,, talking about non-academics, inappropriate locale,

looking around, and self-stimulation). Differences among the groups

were signi'ficant for the inappropriate response composite,

F(2,23)=4.85, 2=.018. Students in levels 1 and 2 engaged in

signiTicaritly more inappropriate responses (about 42 min) than

students in levels 3-5 (about 15 min).

Insert Table 19 abo.ut here

Additional Observation.Findings

In addition to- fhe, eigh't major research questions, data for 22

.other question's were. analyzed. These questions dealt with specific

combinafions of the 53 events that were observed. For example, one

question examined the extent to which there were significant
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differences in time spent in- various student responses as -a fupction

of teathing structures by students- in different LB service delivery

levels. A complete listing of the questions and findings for-the

comparisons of the five service levels is presented in Appendix E.

Achievement Test Results

The average PIAT standard scores *of the students in each service

delivery level at the end of the school.year are presentedjn Table

20. lAs is evident'in the table, there was not a clear trend

decreasing scores from leve] 1 to level 5. Considerable shifting of

rank orders of the scores on each subtest occurred for levels 1-3. In

general, students in levels 4 and 5 earned lower scores thari students

in levels 1-3.

Insert Table 20 about here

Correlations between achievement and student responses.4

Correlations were computed between students' standard scores on each-

PIAT subtest and the total test with the tiMe engabed in each student

response. Table 21 is A list of the significant.correlations found
-2

between the PIAT and acadeMic student responses. Both the time a

student spent reading aloud and the time as_t_u_deatspent talking about

academics were related negatively to end-of-the-year PIAT scores."% The

time a .student was engaged in silent reading and ask-Frig academic

questions were relatplitively to achievement.

4
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Insert Jable 21 about here

5fgnificant correlations :between the PIAT and task management

responses are shown in Table 22. All correlations were negative.

Insert Table 2? about here

Correlations between the PIAT and inappropriate student responses

are phesented in Table 23. 'All significant correlations were

positi've, ranging from .40 to .63.-

Ihsert Table 23 about here

Correlations" between achievement changes and student responses.

Although both pre and post.scores were available for 15 students,

reawds indicated that the pre scores for eight students were from

PIAT administrations two or nore years old. Thus, only the data from

the seven stUdents whose pre PIAT scores were 'obtained approximately

one year before the post PIA'T scores were included in the present

analysis. The average changes in raw scores and the ranges' of,the

changes for these students are shoWn in Table 24. Mean raw score

. changes ranged from +4.00 (Spelling) to +9.00 (General Information);

the average char+ in the total score was +20.00. The range of change

scores on sereTT of the subtests was quite large.

4
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1,

Insert able 24 about here

Table 25 is a list of the significant correlations found between

changes in ents' PIAT scores °and time engaged in. student

respo ses. Three academic student responses 46re ,relited'

significantly,to changes in achievement: writing, reading aloud,
0
and,

asking acadeftiic questions. In contrast to t,he posWve correlations

_

for writing and reading aloua, the significant correlations between

asking academic questions and achievement gain were negative% One

task management student response, play'appropriate (teacher-sanctioned

play) was related positively to achievemen't4egains. One inappropriate

student response, inappropriate locale, was related negatively to

achteVement gain.

Anecdotal Records

Insert Table 25 about here

Descriptions of the classroom setting\ and target students were

written by the observers, when possible, to document qualitative

characteristics thatitmight 'not be evident from the observational.

records. Anecdotal records were completed for 24 students; records

were not written for two level, 3 's.t.ludents. Qualitative data rellted

to 'the target student's location in the classroom, physical

appearance, relationship with the techer, relationship with peOrs,

30
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and attention to task are summarized here.

Iocation in classroom. The location of most of the LD students

(10 of 24) was jn the back of the room. Six students were positioned

in the front of the classroom and six were positionect somewhere in the

middle of the classroom; the position of One student was described a

a

variable .(seating position was' changed during the day) and the

position of the other was not deScribed. All level 2 students' were

positioned in the back of the classroom.

Physical appearance. Most ,students Were described .by the

obserVers as being average, or similar in-appearance to the student:s

peers. Withrn each .service level, approximately one-third-of the

students were described as d-ifferent An some respect(ei.g., less-neat,

;

chunkier,-strange eye movements).

Relationship with teacher. _The relationship between the target

student and iiis/hr teacher was described relative to 'the relationship

between other students in the classroom and the teacher. For half'of '

r
the students, the relattonship between the. tárget and the teacher was

described as similar-to that between othdr students and the teacher.

-
=This proportion was simiTan with.in each level. However, within level

3, all but one case de§cribed as different Involved a relatjonship

that was somewhat hegattve in hature (e.g., student alwp challenging

teacher, teacher calling On ;tUdent frequently tO get 'student's

attention, feacher extra watchful of student). 1n general, most other
1

different .relationships involved the teacher giihg extra

reinforcement or aft'ection to the target student on the student
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freciaently'asking cluestions.'

Relationship with peers. The relationship between the target

student and his/her peers was described as average for 18 of the 26

students. ,Peer relationsKips described as somewhat atypical occurred

,tn ill levels and involved target students who were loud, bullied

others, tattled frequently, or who were picked on and received many

negative comments from others.

Attention to task. The target Student's attention td task was

described as yariable or poor for 13 of the 26 students. In -several

cases it was noted that the.student's attention to the task was'poor

unless under close supervision or in individual teaching structures.

DiscusSion

Educators., have argued for many years that instructional

approaches for handicapped students should mary.as a function of the

severity' of ,the students' impairments. Recently; Poplin (1981)

chastized researchers and ,equcators--in the- field of learning

disabilities for their failure to recognize this need.1 and

specifically eor the lack of attention .given to severely learning

disabled individuals. *. *However, several states -have identified

different service delivery levels for handicapped students,,apparently

..in an attempt to vary instructional approaches to meet the needs of

students exhibiting varying degrees f impairment. The present study

used observational procedu'res to documentrthe extent to which students

in different service delivery levels were provided ,with vao7-ing

inseuctional approaches and opportunities to 'learn..
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Data from the-observation of 26 students, each for two entire

school days, revealed several)ifferences in instructional approaches.

'In general, less severély-learning disabled_students (those in service

leveis with lower numbers) were allocated more time for academic

activities, enth:e group teaching structures, and no teacher response

than wei-e more severely learning disabled students. Op the,other

hand, incig., severely learning disabled students (those in service

dith bigher numbers) were allocated more time for other media

instruction (e.g., games and flashcards), individual teaching

steuctures, and' teache'r approval than were less' severely learning

disabled students. These differences may be accounted for, in part,

by the *number of studerits typically served within the resource room in
.

.

eacb service level and the amount,of time spent in the resource room

by stutlents in different levels. This hypothesis is supported

somewhat ,by the finding Ahat although individual teaching stroctures

were employed an average of 1.4 hours per day for lever 4 students.,

individual structures mere employed for only about 15 minutes per day

for Level 5 students, who were congregated within special classes made

up of about 15 students. However, it also must be noted that even

.

ougb,r-mcifit..sever.ellearrtiqat'sab* studeks received more,teacher

apprriv'al ttme ehan less severely learning diSabled students, teacher

approval time averaged only 1.2 minutes per day for level 4 students

and 1.7 mynites per day for level 5 stutnts.

In examibing students'. opportunities to learn as a function of

Telhel ,of. service, fewer-differences were found. Only one difference

4

I.
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was found ,in the aAount of time students were engaged in active

academic resOonsesl less severely learniN disabled students engaged

in silent reading for greater amounts of time (about 12.5-min) than

.
mote'severely learning ,disabled students,(who spent about 6.0 min).

However, less severely disabled students 'also spent more time engaged

in inappropriate student .respopse& (42 vs 22 min), specifically

inappropriate play, (8 vs.3 min) and looking around (22 vs 10 min),
o

than did More severely disabled students.

As in,previous research (Graden, Thurlow, & Ysseldyke, 1982b;

Thurlow et al., 1982), a strikiAg finding was the small amoiint of

active_academic responding time for. all.students. Academic responding

time averaged about 43 minute per day, which accounted for only 25%

of students' total responding tiMe. ' On the other hand, task

management responses accounted for 55%, (95 min) and inappropriate

d

responses accented.for almost 20% (30 min). These percentages are

very similar to those found in other areas of the U. S. (cf. Greenwood

et al,. 1981; Hall et al., undated): Although these average times
c-

have been obtained for both i-egular and,U, students and for both,Airban,
4. 1 4 4.4

%

and suburban sckool students, the variabilitY aMong individual'

students remains great (see Appendix D). Even withinserviCe levels,

variabilit in times is extensive. 'For.eample*, in level 3, one

student engaged in reading aloud for 16.4 minutes per day while

another spent no time reading aloud. In level 5, whestudents were

in a special classroom all day, reading aloud time ranged from 4.0

minutes to 9.4 minutes per day.

,42
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----Over. the course of 'a school year (about 160 days), LD students
4. A

-spend approkimately 1000lhours -in the schOol building. . However,'based

on the data obtained in this study, it appears that nearly 480 hours

of,this tale are devoted to non-instructional activities such as.
recess, lunch, and so on, and another 90 ,hours.are alldcated tq non-

academic activities. 'Students mee active academic responses 'for

about 25% of the time they were obserVed. Over the school year:this

woUld amount to about 125 hours of active academic responding, which

seems low im Comparison to the approximately 275 hours during which

students .woUld be.engaged in va ous task management responses.

1=urther, tiMe'engaged in active academic responding would not be Much

greater than the approximately 100 hours in,which the student woUld be

engaged in inaPprwriqe're§Ponses. Over the school year, the average

amount of time the student engaged jn reading aloud would be about 0

hours, This is considei'ably ab.ove he two hour rojected for non-LD

,students (cf. ihurloW et:al., 1982), yet ti1l remarkably low:

The ,importance of the differences in fhese composite, times are
4.;; 4 ;I* 441 . .4 ft ,14.

confirmed by Oe relationships,,that have been found between 'students'

responding times and achievement.chan§es.' Within,the current study,

wherethe achievement Measure was ;-ather global and'where data' were

available only -for limited number of students, both reading aloud

arid writing.were reJted significantly toflachievement gains, and being

4 .

in an inappropriate locale related negatively to achievement gains.

jeacher-sanctiondolay, considered to be a task.management response,

40,044

also related; posifively tO. achteveMent. The Re9ative relationship
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between- the, active academic response of asking questions and

achievement gains iiht reflect the nature of' these students

"aeademic" questions, at least at the elementary level. In several

,

cases, anecdotal retords documented the frequency with which students
,

. asked questions. Although the average time of one minute per day

asking questions is not high,-it is nearly twice the average time that

has been found for non-LD students (cf. Thurlow et al:, 1982 ), and may

reflect time spent in asking non-content related academic qUestions

(e.g., what page should I be reading?). Intdrestingly, Graden et 'al.

(1982b) found that the amount of time spent asking academic questions

fwas significantly different for.students in high and low behavioral

groups, wiih low behavioral group students engaged in asking questions

approximately 0.8 minutes per day compared to 0.2 minutes pee day for

:high group studentl.

A recent survey, of LD teachers,(DeLoach, Earl, Brown, Poplin, &

41g,

Warner, 1981) suggested to those conducting the survey that LD

teachers ar,e able.to differentiate severely learning disabled students

4.1'4

from mildly -learning disabled. stlidents. Characteristics that were

believed to differentiate the two groups included the need of severely'

disabled students for one-to-one instruction and- an alternative

learning environment and curriCulum. Other researchers (- Deshler,

0

Alley, Warner, &-Schumaker, 1981; Hallahan, Marshall, &\l)oyd, 19)

have Argued that' active involvement in learning 4 a critical'

characteristic 'of effective ins'tructional methods for severely

disabled students.

.
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The results of the curreri,t study indicate that students in higher

service delivery levels do Snot receive significantly greater

opportunities for active academic responding.than students in lower

service delivery levels. However, the data do not indicate what the

students.' opportunities for active academic responding would be if'

they were not being provided with special education services or if

they were provided services in lower levels than those to which they

were-assigned. Although instructional approaches did differ somewhat

for the -more severely disabled students (more individual teachirig,

more teacher approval, and greater use of.othe media)-, relatively few

effects were evident in student responding. The significantly lower

ahlounts of inappropriate responding by students in levels 3 to 5,

0

.where stude'nts leave the regular classroom or are- in a special

classroom.all day, suggest that increasing special education services

does reduce inappropriate responding. SpecifiC rupotheses about the

effect of special education services compared to regular .class

services need to. be tested by separating the responses made by

students while in the resource room from those responses" made by the

same students while in the regular claSsroom. Such analyses will be

.conducted to address the, important issue of how individual students

respohd in the twO-seftings.

It is interesting to note that trends of irIcreasing individual

ihstruction and teaching were not maintained 'at level 5, where

students were in a special classroom for the entire day. Students

placed in thjs service lRvel apparentiy were treated more often within
, .

.y._.

1

I*

4.
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groups, whereas students who left the regulc\r classroom daily to be

with a resource room teacher were provided greater opportunities for

individual instruction. The extent to which lower time allocations to

individual instruction . and teaching reponses are a function of

edifferences in school systems, urban-suburban communities, or service

delivery levels is ,unknown and perhaps unimportant given the

similarity of level 5 students' opportunities to respond actiVely to

those of students in other levels.

The major finding of the present studY is that regardless of

school system, community, or service delivery level, students receive

few opportunities,to learn through active academic responding. This

situation can be altered by school administrators, parents, teacher

'trainers, and Aeachers alike.
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Footnotes

The observational.research reported here was part of an extensive

-Project that could-not have been completed withoul the 6aperation and

help of numerous individua1 46 Foremost among ' these were the

administrators, teachers, and Students in the 'school-district in which

the research joas conducted. Equally imertant to the successful

completion sof the reearchiwere the observers; all were comMitted to

providing an accurate-, objective picture of the school day. Listed

alphabetically, the observers for the present.study were: Barbara

Flykt, .Eileen Mevissen, nonna Miller, RoseMarie PlaRt, Cheryl

Randklev, Judith Rygwall, Yvonne Shafranski, Wendy Studer, and

Geraldine Webster. In addition, the assistance of Sandra Christenson

during observer training is gratefully acknowledged. The special

asTistance of Charles Greenwood and Sandra Stanley, University of

Kansas, in th implementation of their CISSAR observational system was

appreciated greatly, as was the data analysis expertise provided by

Bob Algouine,'Matthew McGue, 'and Jinq-Jen Wang. Also essential to

the completion of the project were the contributions of psychometrItc

assistants Rarbara Anderson, Lisa Boyum, Yetta Levine, and Cathy

Walters: Special thanks are due to Cathy Walters for hec prepai-atir

of the graphics fon this report. Further, the excellent secretarial

_services provided by Audrey Thurlow and Marilyn Hyatt made the entire'

research process a success.

1Throughout this report, "tn" s used to refer to students

l'abeled LO 15-5, the sChools. Sdhools use a variety of 'approachei in

,

V
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assigning this &label.

?For each research question, the number of possible significant

findings (i.e., the number of variables) was tabulated and then a five

percent cutoff point was dete(rmined. For. example, for the first
1

research question, 11 significant findings were possible;.-the cutoff

point thus was .55. Findings\ for a given research'question

/considered to be meaningful onI when the number of significant t test

findings was greater.than the f ye percent cutoff point. Thus, for a

research question encompassin 209 variables, the differe4es

ind icated by a total of 10 signi itant t tests would nbt be considered

meaningful (the cutoff point wild be 10.45), whereas for a research

question encompassing 152 variaples, the differences indicated by a

.total of, 10 signiflcant t tests

, cutoff point would be 7.60).

41.

would be colnsidered Meaningful (the

,



Table 1

CISSAR Event Areas and Specific E'veni Codeda

-Event Area Specific Events Coded

Activity - type of instrLction being
provided/estab1ished by teacher

Task - curriculu- task or verbal
instruction mode ih which student

'is expected to engage

Teaching Structure - physical arrange-
ment of student in class

Teacher Position - location of teacher

Teacher Activity - response of teacher
to target.stusient

R - Reading M - Math S - Spelling H - Handwriting

- Language Sc - Scien-Ce Ss - Sacia tudies

Wc - Arts/Crafts Ft - F-ce Time Bm - Class Business/

Management, Tn Transition Ct Can't Tel

Rr - Readers Wb - Workpooks Ws - 14orksbeets

Pp - Paper and Pencil Ll - Listen to Teacher Lecture .

Cm - Other Media Tcd - Teacher-Stucent Discussion
- Fetch/Put Away

Lg. -.Entire group ss. - Small group I - Individual

IF - In Front of Class AD - At Desk AS - Among Students

0 - Out of Room S - Side B - Back

NR - No'Response T - Teaching, OT - Other Talk

A - Approval D - TisaPproval

Student' Response - behavior in which W - Writing G - Playing Academic Game RA - Reading Aloud

student is engaged -A;S - Silent Rjding TA - ...Talking About Academics

= Answers Academic Cuestion ASK Asks Academic

stion 4AT - Passive Resporse RH - Raising Hand

LM - Looking for Materials M - Moves to New Academic Station

- Play Appeopriate DI - iiisruptIon9 PI - Play Inappro-

priate IT - Inappropriate Task TNA - Talking About Non-

atademics JL - Inappropriate Locale LA - Look Around

SST - Self-STTmulation

a
Based on Stanley & Greenwood's (l980) Code for ir;truc.ional structure and student academic

response:. Observer's ranual. Within the Student Res'ponse Event Area, tne AT event, which was designated

as "Attending" br'Stanley and Greenwoo'd,-was renaddd as "Passive,-Response" in the present ii*estigation
to avoid inappropriate connotati.ons bf the responses inciwdea within that event.
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Tab1e,2

Summary of Reliabilities.Calculated during the Studya

Reliabjlity Mean Range,

Behavioral
0,

Teadier Position 88.2 62-100

Teacher Activity 92.6 82-100

Student-Response 85.5 65-98

Sequential 90.3 74-99 ,

a
All re-liabilities are expressed as peccentage.
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Table 3

Examples of Observed Events With Large Time *Variability Among Students
:

Tvent Range Time Difference

Activity

Reading 21.80 - 92.05. 6825

Math 22.05 - 67.20 45.15

Task

Readers 4.55 -113.0 108.50

Workbooks 0:00
,

- 97.75 97.75

Ofher Media - 20.30 -104.30 84.00

Structure

Entird Group 34.30 -227,50 J93.20

Smalr Group 0:00 - 96.95. 96-295

p.00 93,45 93.45

Teacher Position

In Front 10.90 - 95.60 84.70

At Desk 1.15 - 84.10 82,95
111, Among Students 10.15 -140_90 130.75

4

Beside Studenl 1..00 - 66.25 65.25

Teacher Activity

No Response 52.35 7153.60
,

301.25

Teaching 23A5 72.25

Studemt Response

Writing 9.15 - 37.50 28.35

Passive Response 26.50 -136.40 109.90

Look Around 4'1.25 - 28.15 23.30



. Tabl e

Time Allocated 'to Activities for LO Students in Five ServiceLevets
a

2 3 4 , 5- - - Sig

Activi,ty - R
,,,,

R ..°1.). R
c.
, R °', R

.,
, Level

b

L_ 1
, ...-

Reading

Math

Spel 1 ing

Handwriting
x

Language

Science

Social Studies

Arzts/Crafts

ree Time ,.

Business Management

Transition
. ,...

,

Can.' t fell

Total

54.6 27.0

41.4 '20.5

7.4 .3.7

11.6 5.7

24.6 12.2

,1.5 0.7

17.6 8.7

18.1 9.0

4.3 4.6

4.d 2.0

11.7 .5.8' ,

0.0 0.0,
.

201.8

50.2 21:6

52.7 22.7

9.9 4.3

7.4 3.2

21.7 .9.3

20.6 8..9

27.6 11.9

16.9 7.3

- 4.4 1-.9

6.9 3.0

14.0 ,-6.0

6.0 0.0

23a.3

, .
56.9 26.3 69.9 35.0 . 52.2 31.0 ns

,

40.5 :18.7 .4..3.4 21.7, 22.8

...,

13.5 412,
, i ....

13.8 6.4 4.8

-7.4

2.4 5.5 '3.3 ns

.. '

7.5- 3.5 3.7 6.6 ;3.9 ns

35.7 16.5/ 19.0 9.5- 39.3 23.3 ,ns

12.2 5-.6 . 7.6 3.8: -2.9 1.7 ns

.
19.6 9.1 13.1 6.6 4.4. 2.6 ns

7.9 3.Q 18.3 9.2 13.1 7,.-8 ns

5.0 2.3 5.6 2.8- 5.8 3.4 hs

6.2 2.9 4.3 2.2 5.8 3.4 ns

10.7 4.9 6...3 ,.3.g 9.4 5.6 ns

0.2- 0.1 0.0 0.Q 0.6 0.4 ns'

_ . -
216.2 199.7 ,168.4 ns

a Entries are mean numbers of minute's, and percentages of total minutes; for one 'day, based on 3

students each in Levels 1, 2,"4, and 5 and 14 students in Level
-bSignificanCe

level§ are from one-way -/INOVAS (df=4,2,1),.
, ...I

a

.5
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Table 5

Composite Activity Times.for IrD Students in Five Service Le els a

Actiiity
Composite

2

6

3 4

R

5

%

Sig

Level

Academic

Now-Academic

TOtal

-. 158.7

43.1

201.8

78.6

21.4,

.

190.1

42.2

232.3

81:8

18.2

186.2

30.0

216.2

86.1

13.9

165.2

14.5

199.7

82.7

17.3

133.7

34.7

168.4

79.4

20.6

,,,

.005

ns

ns

a
Entrie's are mean numbers of minutes; and percentages of total minutes, for one .day,.based 01:1 3

Students each in Levels 1, 2, 4, and 5, and 14 students fn ..evel 3.
b
Significance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (dr = 4,21).

4



Table 6

Time Allocated to Tasks for LD Students. in Five Service Levelsa

Task

1 2 3

(1,

Readers
.

69.2 34.4 53.3 22.9 59.8 27.7

Workbooks 22.5 11.2, 48.9 , 21.0 31 .8 1427

t
karksheets 23.6 11.7 34.6 14.9 30.4 14.1

.
Paper & Pencil . 21.5 10.7 8.9 3.8 21.7 10.0

Listen to Lecture 2.0 1.0 11.4 4.9 .2.8 1.3
.1

Other Media 39.0 19.4 38.7 1 6...6. . 44.0 20.4

Teacher-Student
Discussion 3.6 1.8 19.7 8.5 12.2 5.6

Fetch & Put Away 20.0 9.9 17.0 7.3 13.2 6.1

,Total 201.4 232.5 215.9

4

35,2

22.6

-, 40.8

8.2

2.6.

75,.:1

9.1

7.0

200.9

5_

% g %

Sig k
Level'

17.5

11.2

.20.3

1 8.4

,,9.6

28:1

11.0

5.7

16.8

,-
ns

x

ns

ns
. '.

4.1 20.9 12.5 .. ns

1.3 6.6 3.9 .038

37.5 57.4 34.3 ns

4.5 1 5.8 9.4 ns

3.5 10.6- 6.3 ns

1 67.4 ns -

L ,

-a Entries are mean numbers.of minutes, and percentages_ of total minutes, for one day, based on 3
students each in Levels 1, 2,4, and 5, and 14 students- in Level 3.

bSignificance' levels are from.one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21).
o
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Table 7

,

Time Allocated to Teaching Structures for LD Students in Five Service Levels
a

I

,

struclure R

1

R

2

g

3

,
. g

4

c.

5
Sig

Level

Entire Group

-.--

128.2 63.5 181.6 78.2 152.6 70.4 56.7 28.2 86.6 51,4 .001

Small Group 59.0 29.2 26.2 11.3 34.4 15.9 57.2 28.5 66.3 39.4_ Rs

Individual 14.6 7.2 24.5 10.5 29.8 13.7 86.8 43.2 . 15.4 9.2 .002

Total . 201.8 232.3 216.8 200.7 168.3 ns

a
EntHes are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day; based on 3 ,

s,tudents each ift Levels 1, 2,'4, and 5, and 14 students in Level 3.
b
Significance level's are-from one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21).

-

,

o
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Table 8

Time in Various Teacher Positions for LD Students in Five Service Levels
a

Teacher
Position g

4

Sig
b

Level

In Front 31.1 18.6 62.4 32.2 32.0 17.8 ,27.1 16.3 21.7 15.6 . ns

At Desk 41.4 24.7 34.7 17.9 31.3 17.4 12.4 7,4 9.3 6.7 ns

Among Students 69,7 41.6 67.4 34.8 87.7 48.7 76.2 45.8 80.8 58.1 ns

Beside Student , 7.6 4.5 16.2 8.4 191' 10.7 41.3 24.8 13.8 9.9 ns

. -

Back 3.9 2.3 10.5 5.4.- 4.9 2.7 6.7 4.0 7.8 5.6 ns

Out 13.7 8.2 2.3 1.2 4.9 2.7 2.8 1.7_ 5.6 4.0* / ns

Total 167.4 193.5 180.1 166.5 139.0 ns

a
Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3
students each ;in Levels 1, 2, 4, and 5, and 14 students in Level 3.

bSignificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21).
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Tabl e 9

Time in Various Teacher Activities for L15 Students in Five Service Levels

Teacher
Activ.ity R

1

R

2

,
3 4 5

Sig

Level

No Response 119.2 71.1 119.7 -61.8 1 07..9 60.0 87.4 52.-5 8 9.1 64.1 ns

Teaching 43.7 26.0 64.7, 33.4 64.7 36.0 67.4 40.5 42.6 30.7 ns

Other Tal k
%

3.9 2.3 7.7 4.0 5.6 3.1 '9.1. 5.5 4.8 3.4 ns

Approval 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.3 1.2 0.7 1.7 1.2 .038

Disapproval 0.5 0.3 1.4 0.7 1.2 0.7 1.4 0,.8 0.7 0.5 n's

Total 167.7 1 93.6 .179.9 1 66.5 1 38.9 ns

a
Entries are mean numbers 9f minutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3
students each in Levels 1; 2, 4,%and 5, and 14,students in Leve,1 3. .

b
Si gni ficance 1 evel s are from one-way ANOVks"( df=--4 ,21 ).

,

,
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Table 10

Student Response Time for LO SluClents in Five Service' Levelsa

4./

n,

Student

Response 'R

3 5
'Sig

Level

4

Writing 23.8 14.2 16.8 8.7 23.5 13.1 20.1 12.1 21.g 15.3 ns

Playlird Game 1.3 0.8 0.5 0.2 3.5 1.9 3.8 2.3 1.6 1.2 ns

Read Aloud 1.3 0.8 1.0 0.5 5.0 2.8 3.9 2.3 6.2 4.5 - ns

Rtad Silently 12.0 7.2 13.1. 6.8 ,7.1 ,4.0 3.8 2.3 2.4 1.7 ns

Talk Academics 1.8 1.1 4.6 2:4 5.7 3.2 9.2 5:5 4:3 3.1 ns

Answer Acad Question 0.5 0.3 1.4 0.7 1.9 1.0 3.8 2.3
- 0.8 2.6 ns

Ask Acad Question 0.7 0.4 1.1 0.6 0.9 0.5 1.4 0.8 0.6 0.4 ns

Passive Response 60.4 36.1 79.5 41.0 79.8 44.4 63.0
(

37.9 64.7 . 46.7 ns

Raise Hand 2.2 1.3 3.3 1.7
-

2.8 1.6 3:8 2.3 1.7 1.2 nS

Look for Materials 6.4 3.8 7.8- 4.0 4.9 2.7 9.8 5.9 3.1 2.2 ns

Move to New Acad Station 5.1 3.0 6.7 3.4 5.8 3.9 , 5.7 3.4 4.9 3.5 ns

Play Appropriate, 14.6 8.7 11.15" 6.1 9.6 5..3 9.1 5.5 11.4 8.2 ns

Disruptio'n 0:3 0.2 2.4, 1.2 0.2 0.1 4.6 2.8 0.2 0.1
(

ns
..

Play Inappropriate 6.3- 3.8 10.3 5.3 4.1 2.3 3.7. 2.2 21 1.5 . ns

Inappropriate Task 0.7 0.4 1.1 0.6 0.8 0.4 2.3 1.4 0,0 0.0 ns

Talk Non-Academics 4.2 2.5 8.8 4.5 5.4 3.0 7.3 4.4 3.5 2.5 vs

Inappropriate LoCale 1.0 0.6 3.1 1.6 2.5 1.4 1.4 0.8 1 0.1 0.1 ns

Look Around 24.3 14.5 20.0 10.3 15.6 8.7 9.6 5.8 9.7 7.0 .019

Serf Stimulation . 0.4 0.2 0_5 0.2 0,4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 ns

Total 167.3 193:9 179.7 166.4. 138.6 ns
4

a
Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minu.tes, for one day, based on 3 students
each in Levels 1, 2, 4, and 5 and 14 students in Level 3.

b
Significance :levels are frolli one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21). '6i



4 Table 11

Composite .6tudent Response Times for LO Students in Five Service Levels a

Student Response
Composite. R

1

R

2

c', R

3
-

R

4

R

5

,
,

Sig

Level

Academic

Task Management

Inappropriate

Total

41.4

88.7

37.2

167.3

24.7
g

53.0

22.2

38.5

109.2

46.2

. 193.9

19.8

56.3

23.8

47.6

102.9

294,

179.7,

26.5

,57.3

16.2

45.9

91.4

29.1

166.4

27.6

54.9

175

37.1

85.8

15.7.

138.6

26.8
,

61.9

11.3

ns

ns

.026

ns

a
ntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3

students each in Levels 1, 2, 4, and 5, and )4 students ir Level 3.
b
Significance Jevels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21).

4.
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Table 12

Time Allocated to Activities for LD Students in Three Groups
a

Activity

1 & 2 3 4 &'5
Sig

Level

0
Rea.ding 52.4 24.1 56.9 26.3 51.0' 0.6 ns

Math 47.1 21.7 40.5 18.7 3 1 16.6 ns

Spelling 8.6 4.0 13.8 6.4 5 10.3 ns

Handwriting 5.4 4.3 7-.5 3.5 7.0 3.5 ns

Language 23.2 10.7 15.7 16.5 29.2 14.6 ns
e -

Science 11.1 5.1 12.2- 5.6 5.2 2.6 ns

Social Studies 22.6 10.4 19.6 , 9.1 8.8 4.4 ns

Arts/Crafts 17.5 8.1 7:9 3.6 15.7 7.9
,-

ns

Free Time 6.9 3.2 5.0 2.3 5.7 2.8 ns

Business Mgmt 5.4 2.5 6.2 2.9 5.1 2.6 ns

Transition 12.8 5.9 10.7 4.9 7.9 4.0 ns

Can't Tell 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 ns

Total 217.0 216.2 199.5 ns

a
Entries are mean numbers of minutes and percentages of total minutes,
for one day, based on 6 students in Levels 1 and 2 and 41, 5, and 14

students in Level 3.
b
Significance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23).
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Table 13

57

. Composite Activity Times for LD Students in Three (roupsa

\

>

Acfivity

1 & 2 3 4 & 5
Sig

LeveluR or
,0 R 04 . R

CI

Academic

Non-Academic

-Total

174.4

42.6

217.0

80.4

19.6

186.2

30.0

216.2

86.1

13.9

./.

164.8

34.7

199.5

82.6

17,4

.011

ns

ns

a
Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total Minutes,
for one day, based 'On 6 students in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 & 5, and ld.
students in Level 3. .

b
Significance levels are from one-way AMOVAs (df=2,23).

,
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1

4

Table 14,

Time Allocated to Tasks'for LD Students in Three Groups
a

Task

1 4... 2 3 4 & 5
Sig

Level0/

Readers . 61.2 ,28.2 , 59.8 . 27%7 26.8 14.6 .028

Workbooks 35.7 16:4 3t.8 14.7 16.1 8.7 ns

Worksheets 29.1 13.4, 30.4 14.1 34.5 18.7 ns

Paper & Pencil 15.2 7.0 21.7 16.0 14.5 7.9 ns'

Listen to Lecture 6.7 ,3.1 2.8 1.3,
.

4.6 2.5 ns

Other Media . 38.8 17.9 44.0. 20.4 66.4 36.1 .027

Teacher-Student
DisciAsion

11.7- 5.4 12.2 5.6 . 12.4 6.7 ns

Fetch & Put Away 18.5 8.5 13.2 6.1 . 8.8 4.8 ns

Total 216.9 4'215.9 .184.1 ns

!Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and.perceptages of total minutes,
for one day, based on 6 Ttudents in Levels 1 & 2 and 4-& 5, and 14
students in Level 3.

bSignificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23). .

't

4
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Table 15

Time Allocated to Teaching Structures for LD Students

in Three Groupsa

Strucrure

2 3 4 & 5
Sjg k

Level'

Entire Group 154.9 71.4 152.6 70.4 71.6 38.9 .091

Small .Group 42.6 19.6 34.4 15.9 61,7 33.4 . ns

Individual 19.5 9.0 29.8 13.7 51.2 27.8 ns

Total 217.0 216.8 184.5 ns

a
Entries are Mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of to al min tes,"
for one day, based.on 6 students in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 , and 14

students in Level 3.-

b
Significance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23),
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Table 16

Time in Various Teacher"PoSitions for LD Students

in Three Groupsa.

1 '& 2 3 4 h
SigTeacher

:Position 7
, w Levelu

In Front 46.7 25.9 32.0... 17.8 24:4 16.0 ns

At Desk . 38.1 21.1 31.3 17.4 10.8 7.1 ns

Among Students 68.6 38.0 87.7 4P.7 7.8.5 51.4 ns

Beside Student 11.9 6.6 .3 19.3 10.7. 27.5 18.0 ns

Back 7.2 4.0 4.9 2.7 ' ..7.2 4.7 ns

,

'Out 8,0 4.4 4 9 2.7 4.2

Tot41.1 180.5 180.1 152.6

2.8 ns

ns .

a Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentage of total minutes, for
one day, based on 6 stud,ents in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 & 5, and 14 students

in Level 3.

b Significance levels are from one7way ANOVAs (df=2,23). .

r
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Tabge 17

Time in Various'Teacher Acttmities for LO Studenis

1,

in.Three'Sroupsa

teacher
Activity

1 R 2 3 4 & 5
Sig

Level0/

;

ND Response 119.4 66.1 107.9 60.0 88.3 57.8 .042

Teaching 54.2 30.0 64.7
,

.36.0 55.0

---\

36.0 ns

Other Talk .5.8 3.2 5.67 3.1. 7.0s, 4.6 ns

Approval. 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.3 1.4 0.9 ' .009

tisappróval 1.0 0.6 1.2 0.7 1.0 04 ns

Total . 180.6 179.9 152.7 ns

a Entries are mean numbecs of minutes, and percentages of total minutes';
for one day, based og 6 students in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 5, and 14

- students in Level 3.

bSignificance :levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23)..
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;fable 18

StUdent ktesponse Times 'for-5LO Students in Three GrouPsa,

Student
Response

.

-S'1 2

,.-

'Writing, : 20.3 11.3

Play Acad Game 0.9 0.5

Pead Aloud* 1.0 0:6

Redd Si lently 12.5 .. -'6.`9

Ta 1 k Acad '. ., 3.2 1.8

Answer kad Q ':.0.9. .0.5
Ask Atia-cr Q 0.9' 0.5

Passive Response
, 70:0 38.9

Raise Wand 2,7 1,5
Look for materials 7.,1 .9",

MOve ' ' . 5.9 3.3

Play Appropriate 13.0 _7.2

Disruption , '1.4 0.8

Play InapPr 8.3 4',.6

Inappr Task
-

0.9 -, 0.5

' Talk Non-Acad ; 6.5 3.6

,Lnappr Locale 2.0 r. 1

23.5 13.1

'3.5's '1.0
5.0 2.8

7.1_ .4.0
,.

, 5.7 12
'1,.9 .' 1.0

DA. 0.5,
79.8 44,4

2.8 1,,.6

.4.9 2,-7

5.8 3.2

9.6 :-.-5'.3
0,2 0.1

4.1 . ',I...3

Look Arourid *22.2 i2.39

Sel f Stimulation 0.4 0%2

Total ; 180.1

, 0.8 0.4

5.4 3.0

2.5 , 1.4

156 8.7
,

.

.,..

0.4 0.,2

'179.7 - 152-.4 ns

4 & 5
Sig-

Level w
.

,

20.6

2.7*-.

5,.1

13.5

1.8. ,

3.3 ,

,ns

ns

ns

3.1 -:2.0 .012

6.8 4.5 4 ns

?.3 1.5 hs

, 1-.0 0,6 ns

63.8 41.9 ns

: 2:8 1.8 ns
.#,

6,14 4.2 ns

5.3 3.5 ns :

l0.2 67 ns

2.4 1.6 ns

2.9 1.9 , .041

1.2 0.8 ns_,

5.4s 3.5 ns

0,7
, .

0.4 ns

9.6 6.3 .003
,

-.
0.1, 0.1 ,ns

a - .' Entries are mean numbers of ,minutes, and percentages of total minutgs., )
.` for one day; based on 6 students in Levels 1 r 2 and '4 & and 14

students in Leve1,32
bsignificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23)

-
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Table.19

Composite'Student Response Times for LD,Students in

Three Groups
a

Student Response,

'Composite.

& 2 3 4 & 5
Sig

LevelR cy

C I

at.

Academic

Task Management

1.nappf-opriate
e

Total ,

39.7

98.7

41.7

180.1'

22,0

°54.8.'

23.2

47.6

102:.9

29..?;,

179,7

26.5

57.3

16.2
-

41.6

88.K

' 22.3

3.152.4

,27.3

58.1

14.6

1

ns

ns

ns

,1PEntries are,mean numbers of minutes, andTercentage-s k total minutes,
-for one day, based on 6 tudents in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 & 5, and 14

students in Level 3.

b *-Signfficante levels are from one-way ANOyAs (df=2,23):

I.

4

4"

0

.4

ts:

4

'

'Ng)"
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Table 20 .

rlean End-of-the-Year PIAT S'tandard Scores for LD Students,in Five Service Levels

1
a

Math 98-.00

Reading Pecognition 95.00

Reading Comprehension 45.00:

Spelling 109.00

Inforthation 93.00

Total 97.00

5c

-89.50 97..1,8 95.od

101 .50 94.45 81.67 86.67

101 .00 98.09 78.33 80.33.

88.00 88.56 82.00 80.33

113.50 101.27 107.67_ aihod

99.50' 9.44 90.33 480.6?

aScores were 'available for .1 sttident.,
-

bScores' were available for 2 student
CSco'res were available for 11 students.
d Scores were available for 3 students:
eScores were avail,dble for 3 students.

o. I

,
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Table 21

Significant Xarrelations betwee'n KAT and. Academic Studernt Responses

Academic
Student Response

PIAT'

Subtest

Read Aloud ) Spelling . -.48 .021

Total -.55 .009

Read Silently Read Recog .
.71 .001

Read Comp ,.61 .002

Spelling .60 .0.64

Total .62 .003

73' 4Academit Read Recog "1-.46 .021

Read Comp -.45 .023

Asl< Acad Q Gen info .58 .004

..t

et-

ado
,

t..

et
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Table 22

Significant Correlations Betaeen PIAT'and Task Management

Student Responses

Task Management

!,Student ResPiinske

PIAT

Suhtest r .P

Look for materials

Move

Play Appropriate

Read Pecog

Read Comp

Math

Spelling

-.4 .on7*

-.42 .n32

, 7.47 .fr5

tot

M

molo

11b

4.0
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Table ?3

'

'Significant Correlations Between PIAT and Inappropriate

Student Rekpopses

Inappropriate
Student Response

PIAT

Subtest.

Inappr Composite Read Recog .40 .040

Spelling .43 .037

Gen Infor .55 .006,

. Total ,63 .002
4

Disruption Geh Infor ,53 .008

116 To al ,44 .033

Play Inappr Infor .55 ,.006

Total .42 .942

Talk Non-Acad Gen Infor .57 .004

Taal .44 .035

Look Arbund Total 40 ,04n

,

..

7,1

S.
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Table 24

Changes in PIAT Raw Scores Over One Year f-O-'-;7- Seven LD Sthdents

PIAT Subtest
-

Range

Mathematics 4.71 -3 -,+18

Reading Recognition 4.57 - +10

Reading-Corriprehension 4.43 -5 +18

Spelling 4.00 -4 - +11

General Information 9.00 -2 +17

Total.
.44 20.00 +2 - +43

.11

\

'
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Table 25

Significant Correlations Between PIAT,Raw Score Changes and.-
Student Responses for Seven LD Students

Student Response P/AT Subiest

Academic

Math .81 .013"triting

Read Pecog .73 .03?

Read Comp .68 .047

Read.Aloud Math .83 .010

Read Comp .74 .029

Ask Acad Q Matlh -.90 .00.3

Read ReTog 7.73 .030

Read Comp -.84 .009

Spelling -.93 .003

Task Management

Play Appropriate Read Comp .77 .021

Gen infor. .70 .040

Inappropriate ,
Math -.73 .03A

*

\,

7 0

7
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School Day

= 390 'min

(Lunch, Recess,
Music, Assembly,
etc.)

Observed bay

= 214,3 mih

Academic

Activities

= 180.5 min

Handwriting (8.0 min)

NoW-Acacl.cmic

Activities

33.8 min

41 Business Mgmt.(5.8 min)

Free Time (5.6 min)

AcadeMic

Reading

(57.4 mi.n)

Math

(-41?-;6mi

Language

(30.3 min)

Socill -Studies

(19t6 min) -

I

Spell ing'(11.3 min)

Science (11.3 mih)

Non-Academic

Af4;/Crofts (11.7:114'44

Trans1tiOn (10.7 min)

Figure 1. Average Times Allocated to Various Activities During a Typical
School Dax for Students in Levels 1-4.

7,



School Day

= 390 min

(Lunch, Recess,
Music, Assembly,
etc.)

Observed Day

= 214.3 min

-

71

Listen to Lecture (1,8 min)

Readers'

(57.0 min)

Other Media'

(46.8 min)

Workooks.

(31.6,min)

Worksheets

(31.4 min)

Paper a Pencil

: OM tun)-,

retch/Out Away
' a (13.6 min)

T-S Disc (11.6 min)

.

-.

Figure 2. Average Times Allocated to Various...Tasks During a
Typical School Day for Students in Levels 1-4.

Es.
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1.1), %
School Day

= 390 min

a

-

_

,

: Entire Group

(140:7 min)

.

Small Group

(39.5-min)

Individual

-(34.5 min)

figure 3. Average Time$ Allocated to VTrious Teaching Structures
During,a Typical School Day hK Studedts in Eevels 1-4.

rT
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School Day

= 190 mth

(Lunch, Recess,
%sic', Assembly,
etc.)'

4

Observed Day

=17-8.3 min

*V` 73

Back (5.7 min)

Out (5.4 min)'

.

Among Students

(81,2 min)

In. Front-

-(35.2 ofin)

At Desk

(30.6 min).

Beside- Student

(20.2 min)

Figure 4. Average Times Al.located to.Variods Teacher Positcons
During a Typical School Day for Students in Levels l-4.-

,6u
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4.

School Day
. .

= 390 min

(lunch, Recess,
Music', Assembly,

etc.)

'

Obserited Day

= 1/8.4 min-

4'

Other.Talk (6.1 min)

Disapproval (1.2 min)

Approval (0.5 min)

e-

.,40,1Mt

No Respons'e

(108.3 Min)

Teachirig

(62.3 min)

Figure 5. Average TiMes Allocated to Various Teacher Activities
During a Typical School Day fbr Students in Lavels

..,,



School Day

= 390 m)n

(Lunch, Pece,!-ts,

Mus)c, Assembly%
etc.)

4

",

Observed ray

= 178-.02min

OD

Look fot: Materials (6.1 din)

Move (5:8 mi'n)

Raise Hand (2.9 min)

Tas)( -

Managxment

= 100.) min

Academic fl

= 45.4 n

Inappropriate

= 324 min

Read Silently (8.1 min)

Talk' Academic (5.5

Read Aloud (3.8 mi

Academic Game (2.9 mio)

Ans Acad Q (1.,9" )

Ns1.< Acad Q (1.0/min)

'Task Oan'agomcnt

*

Passive Response

(75.0 min)

Play Appr (10.4 min)

75

Talk/Non=k0 (6.0 min)

Play Inappropriate (5.) min)

PI-appropriate locale. (i.2-mA)

Disruption (1.1 min)' '

4napproprifte Task (1.0 min)

, Self Stlmulation (0.4 min)

Acadelr:ic

(22:2 min)

jnapprw-tiate

Look Aroued (16.6 into)
A

1111

a./

Figure 6.. Average Amounts of Times §tudents.in LeVers 1-4 Were Engaged in
Various Responses During a Typical school Day..

Al .1,1!



s.

rs

43, e

1

7

-,

C

0

-.. APPENDIX A

0

Definitfions and Example's of CiSSAR Evehti
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4","ks
_ 'Instructional Activity

(Subject area of learning experilnce
aideor peer tutor or by target

--

beinvprovidekto target
student to tutee.)

student by

Note: Anytide the activity ChAnges, Move tO A new cdding block

>

111

a

Activity/Code Deftnition Examples Special Notes

Reading (R)

Math '(1)

'

Spell1ng.(S)
4

'`

Handwriting (H)

,
PA

.

Se

.s
,

Reaing instructions or activitY;
oral and Silent reading from
books,. discussion of words, sounds,

vowels, consonants, phonics

,.

' n

Math instructions-or #ctitr,W;
numbers, geometry, time, weIghts.,

metrics, measurement, story ,

prob/ems,

Spellin,g instruction or activity;

copying spelling work, spelling

tsst

1 raThng library book
talking:about ch snund
sitting at regaini table

,draw picture about story

'Handwriting instruction or activity;
focus son mechanics of writing7 let-
ters.br Zórds (print, cursive, .etc.);

,..how to hqld pencil, haq to move arm,.
discuSsion of size of letters, lines '

on paper ,

working time yorkshAt
measuring each.other's

height
writing math problem on,

board
findSexamples of "less

than" .

find number of, days it'1"-

years

staking ffelEing test:0
playing spelling bee game .

looking up correct spell-(
ing of missed'word

's
practice penmanship
matches Capital and lower

case lev.ers

644 )

Include:. .

how to use dictidnary,
encyclopedia,...(refer-
ence'books)

o
liarning An's (but, pat

when ).earning how to write)

draw picture of what read;
aCt out story

1.4

use offdictionary to find
spelling of yord



-

Instructional Activity - cont.

4

DefInitton Examples Special Notes

A

Language (I.)

Science (Sc)

- .
Social- St udies

(Ss)

_-

Language instruction or Aeelvity;
focus on speech,,vocabulory, snd
language :peening (words, physical-

relationships, etc.); creative
writing; listening exercises;
other languages

Science instruction or activity;
science-relat-ed tdpics (chemistry,

electricity,-space travel, eleC-
tronics, nature, tnsects, weather,.
normals, body., exercise, personal

hygiene)

SOcialstudies instruction or
activity; catures, ways of life,
'jobs, roles; maps; music topics
(initrusents, singing, scales, notes)

Art-related.instruction or activity;.
color4ng,Z4rswing, cutting, pasting

-

la

-e

-

wriiing book report on
story in reader-

points to .on top;"
,"under," etc.'

learns how to say "thank
you" in 5 languagei

discuss.weather
;perform experimentation

on electricity
school nurse talks about

Ilygiene

reads Weekly Reader art4-

cle about insects

talk about sex biases
sing ThankSgiving songs
label map of U.S.
listen to lectUre on Civil

War

make poster of primacy ,

colors
draw picture of self
watch slidesfof sculptures

Include: ,

-0

bo6k reports (writing or
reading)

looking up definition in
edictionary
public speaking exezcises

Include:
watching or doing experiMent
exercises in classroom
gex education (physiCal

aspects-not relationships)
speakers on drugg/alIphol
science article fn Weekly

Reader

Include:
. iex education - felationships

id general
unit on friendships
special education topics -

relations with handicapped
cUstors; holidays
history

,

Includelfl
viewing' art (own or others)

decorqting 0)VA-1n-board,
classroomY

Within Ac time, putting away or
gettinginew materials is still
Ac; only chmige to Tn at 'begin-

niAg or end of Ac time.
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Instructional Activity - 'cont.

Activity Definition xamples kpfcial No'tes.

,

Free Time (Ft)

Class Business/
Xanagement (Bm)

Transition (Tn)

Can't Tell (CT)

Periol during which student may

choose actimity academdc;

study time

Activity'focused on scheduling,

discipline; rulfs, usually occurs
regylitarly at start of.day; show

and tell

Time betxedn two other activities;
teuh,,r signals end of one (put
away) and time to prepare for new

activity. Ends when teacher
sarcs ,Instruc.tion in new'activity

4

Activities that do pot seem to fit

in other categories. See coordina-
tor to discuss - muSt change to

another code.

40"r

works math when told to d
anything wants to do

after stuaent finishes
assignment, is in
library area reading

picks up lunch tickets
class talks about fight

on playground during

recess
say "here" during atten-

dance check

clasi breaks into groups
line up to go to recess
put away readers and get

out math books

S.

441

4

o

...e.xtra-credit work

If everynne has free time,

bUt target student isitold,
what he/she must do, A not

/ codt Ft. Code the subject

) area which he is required to

do.

, Include: 0

'

Pledge of Allegiance,
morning songs

sex, relationships, drugs,
etc. when related, to
specific problem in school

-

: taking attendence

For arts/crafts, Tn is coded
only before and after entire

. activity
1 .

'-

Hake note of activity on
separate shev io will
remeiber events to discuss

with coordinator `-



Academic Task

(MateTtitls used by target,student for instructional activity)

Nose: Any time the task changes% move to a new coding block
)0

Task/Code Definition Examples Special Notes
4

Readers (Rr)

r

Workbooks (wb)

Worksheets (Ws)

Paper and Penci4

(PP)

Printed book, bound materiai

Paperback material in which student
could write (even if student is

requzred by teacher to wTite on
separate paper or in notebook)

Separate prepared teacher sheets
(usually-ditto or photocopy) on

which students write; blackboard
writing by student

Tasks where student writeson
paper using pencil, pen,,crayon,

etc.; ileoludes writing in note-

book

Listen to Teacher Teacher talkrng or writing on

Lecture (LI) board, and student expected to

.look and listen

com; r

library took
math textbook
comic book

spelling workbook
language workbook'
handwriting woricbook

A

student practices letters
on blackboard

dittoed crossword puzzle'

Piece of notebook paper
, for spelling test

watchet teacher demon-
strate exercises

listens to teacher talk
about telling time'

takes notes as teacher
presents ideas forfield
field trip

b,

Include:
maaazines,-Weekly Reader
reference books (diction-

aty, encyclopedia)

Include:
1 page torn from warkbook
writing Weekly Reader

exercise
teacher made or printed tests't

If students are taking notes
during teacher lecture to
remember points, code L1-

-
4

Code Ll even if student is

stakingin7O-tes
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Academic Task - cont.,

1

Task/Codee, Definition Examples Special Notes,

Other Media (Om) Special.materials; filmtaPe
recqrder, gaTe, arts and crafts
mattrials, clocks, telephone,

play/drana

Teacher-student Student talking' with.teacher;

Discussion (Thd) ask-answer queStion

Fetch/Put away

. (FP) -

A1l other tasks, take precedence

Students changing materials-
putting away and getting,
cleaning up

4.

watches movie
listens to tape recorder
works on calculator
acts out story part

student answers teacher
question

students in class tialk

. with teacher about
friends

student tutors another
on_ABC's

student reads book
report to class

lkine up for lunch

picks up materials to,
throw away before coo-
pletingart.project

/student hands out '
worksheets

c

8

4

Include:
calculator
animal*

Include:
peer tutoring unless using
other Jateriils

siudent Verbal presenta-
tions (including reading
1;took report)

4 All other tasks take.pre-
4 cedence over Tsd.
Take cue from teacher for

I change from Ll to Tsd.

When student has absolutely no
materials, and is not supposed

.to have any materials (such as
when has free time) , code Fp.



Structure

(How student is grouped for instructional activity)

Note: Any time the structure changes, move-tO a new coding b/dck--

.
Structure/eode Definition, Examples Special Notes

Entire Group (Eg) Student receiVing instruction
with all other students in
classroom

class lecture-
class freetime

For Eg, teaching (or free
time is for. everyone)

Number is not the criterion

Small Group (Sg) Student is in part-of class,
that has been aeparated from
rest

Individual (I)

1

r

Student is alone (in oorral.
at 'table) or wollking one-to-

.

one with teacher or aide

6'

reading group
discussion group
-students, in pairs

- if class has 5 stu&nts
and instruction is directed
to all of them, code Eg

two students Forking
together away hors rest,
of class

student working on science ,
experiment 'alone while

other read from text
aide tutors student

co

\S

Does nen occur during free
time except when free
time was created especially
for 'Student
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Teacher Position 6

(Place of teacher in relation to all students)

Teacher Position/
Code

J

Definition ExamPles Special Notes

In Front/1F

At Desk/AD

Arong Students/AS

Side/S

. Back/B

Out of Room/0 .

in,front of majority of

students

- standing at blackboard

- at front bulletin board

standing or seated at-teacher's - looking in desk for note-

desk book

"t. - at desk collecting lunch

money

standing or seated aipong - walking around class

students checking student work

- seated with reading group

standing to the side of
students and not AS

standing or sitting in back
of classroom away from
majority of students

out of the room

- student leaning over wOrking individually

child's'desk with a student

- talking to sta<ler,t at

his desk'

- working at isolated desk

in back of rodm
-putting up art pictures on

back bulletin board

in hall talking to parent
in teacher's lounge

s



4 ,

'

Teadher

-4Coded in relation to target student or group in which he is a member)

Teacher Behavior/
Code

Definition Examples Special Votes

No Ressionse/NR

Teaching/T

Other Talk/OT

Approval/A.

Disapproval/6

4

makes no obs,ervabl response

instruction or giving a
lesson to students

thild-must-,have opportunity

to learn

- talking alAnit class business,

,rules, schedules, future

activities
- all teacher talk that is not'

approval,, disapproval, or
teaching

expresses pAise for student
work or conduct

expresses dislike or disgust

with student,vork, appear-
ance or conduct

- at dask grading papers
- out of,room

- explaining at blackboard
'- asking question
-.talking about academics,

e.g. giving directions

- talking about recess.
- talking about mother's

hospital stay
- collecting lunch money

--teacher hugs student
- teacher smiles
- "Your map looks great', '

- frowns,,at student

'- that is the wrong answer'

- "You're not trying"

- working individually
with another student

- key is active involve-
ment by teacher

a

- includes verbal com7
ments, gestures,
physical behaviors

- includes verbal com-
ments, gestures,
and physical behaviors



Student Response

(Academic response, task management, or inappropriate behavior of target student)

Student Response/
, Code

Definition Examples Special NOtes

Ac adeitic Responses

Vriting/W

Academic Came/C

-4,

student responses ma6e to
academdc task

students observed marking
academic materials with pen,
pencil, crayon

engaged with an academic
media task played individu-.
aloly or with peer

Read Aloud/RA when student looking at
reading material and
saying aloud whates.
written in print

9 A.;

orasing

marks answers on ditto
sheet with crayon

completes math problems
from workbOok

- includes flashcards, Ford
, games, coloring, abacus

- student responges are
verbal, manipulatory or
social-in nature

- '4'students are playing a
Spe11ing atne

- does not include drawing
pictures, scribbling

- 'used for tests

- includes calculator
- flashcards vhen with a

classmate or as a
practice tool

1 student reaa a paragraph
to rest of reading
group

-reads a sentence aloud to
"sound out" unfami-liar
words

used when teaober checks
Student's knowledge of

flashcard



Student Response!
Code

Definition

Reajing Silent/RS

Talk About Academics/

TA

Answer Academic
-Quest-ion-LA:4-

Student Response, continued

Examples Special Notes.

looking at reading materSal
for at least 2 seconds, and/or
eye movements indicate scann'ing

materials on deSk (3' radius)

or held in student's hands.
Readers must be open to a page.

talk back and forth' about

academic materials or
assignment

' student either verbally
--ar-gestu.a14y-respands
to teacher's academic
question

-

- student is reading direc-
tions in language workbook

L student is scanning work-
book for familiar words

- student reads to self a.
set of numbers from math

book

- student tells classmate
answer to math question

- student talks durtng show
and tell

- student recites a poem
he's memorized

Ask Academic Question/ verbally ask the teacher a

Ask question related to

academics

- student says "I don't
know!!_to_ItagherL§

question
- student spells a word for

teacher

"Is 3 + 4 to 7?"

- reading words or
numbers

- not rapid flipping

- only code when reading
. materials include

several'pages (not
worksheet)

- child.m4 be talking to
himself or a peer

coded only when target
student talking, not
when listening

- when reciting a poem or
story from memory

- student doing all work

kn limelight

- answer may be correct
or incorrect 0

- answer should be aImcist

immediate.

- must be an acadentic
question: When is
it time for lunch?
is not ASK'
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Student Response continued

Student Response/
Code

Definition Examples .Special Notes

Task Management
4

PassIve Response

Raising Hand/RH

studene behaviors which
enable student tb engage
in academiZ task -- not
direct responses to,

academic tasks

student is looking at teacher
for instructions; at black-
board for direction; or at
another'student asking or
answering a question --

Key: lcc31._Ettin at teacher

or peer

student's hand raised; may
be accompa,O.ed by looking
for teacher and if student
raises hand in a request
to answer teacher question

- student lookd at teacher
while she lectures-

- student pages through
math bOok to final
assignment

- teacher asks student to
pads out ditto sheets
to class

- teacher asks question and
student raises hand to_
respond

- student needs help with
math so raises hand
to alert teacher

4

- coded for listener when
two students are talk-
ing aboutacademics

- rapid flipping of pages
- two students are playing

a game; ,target student

observing
- reading (Oct.) takes

precedence
-

- RH plus yelling eqUals

. DI (disruption)."



Studenc Response/

- Code

/N

, Student Response coniinued

Definition Examples . Special Notes

Look for Materials/
LM

Moved to New,Acrademic

Station/M

Play Appropriate/PA

Inaop'roprtate behavior

Disruption/DI

"..

student ociZrved looking for
or putting away materials;
includes use of materials
away from desk (eg. an-
swer sheets, reference books)

student moves, to new area a

'station for next activit
activity is in transitio

engaged tn glay beHaiviors
approved by teacher

may involve toys from home;
may be strictly social

v

-behaviors which are aggressive
or produce.loud noises: 4.n-

cludes loud talk

P,4t

1".

- student goes to teacher's
desk for correction
sheet

- student returns dictionary'
to shelf

4 student looks for paper
and pencil

- student moves to learning
center during free time

- students lining up for
recess

, - studenes play musical
chairs during party

- students play Monopoly
during free time

- trips another student
- Shakes fist at other .

. student

yells-
'

f- poke another sttident

- may include use ,of

reference Materials
awaY from'desk; look
up word in dictionary
sharpening pencil
stapling

- includes lining up and
movirig when in com-

pliance with teacher
request

- cpde G if play becomes
an academic game

,,-.code when student puts
head on desk when
told to or when has
free time c

.t.dr inking water, washing

hands .

- DI tak s precedence over
inap ropriate locale
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Student Response continued
I

Student: Resporso:

Code

Definitton Examples

Play Imacpro:lri0te/

e,

play' not approved by teacher

Inappropriate Task/ - engaged in task without teacher

IT i approval; not related to task

assigned

Talk Non-Acadentc/
TNA

talks aloud CO peer about
non-academic materials not

related to assignment

Inappropriate Locale/ Child out of seat -and'away
_ _instruction

looses contact with seat

Look ilround/4-.A

Self Stimulation/
SST

A sruderlr looking away from
academie task

0

A;ecial Notes,

- play,in ving squirt
guns, toys hidden in desk

- shoots rubber bands; paper
airplanes

- student coTors to ayoid
math assignment

- reads story during. .
Social,. Studies

f

- ;tudtits talk about Ater
stftool plans

s- "What'time is lunch'!"

J

- Student goes to bathroom
thout permi.ssion

- student becomes angry
and leaves school'

- student stands on desk

r4/

- child looks out window

, - looks at floor then ceilinp

- includes scribbling or
drawing at wrong times

- code.when student puts
head on desk when is

- not supposed to

- avoidance-of assigned
task- I's key

- cate-be directed to teach-

Ar or student
- includes passing hotes

a

active behaviors of ckild like '- student rockaack & f rth

rapid rockidg or shaking: - Iropldiy moves his pencil.

,maintained for 2 to 3 seconds ', bac% and forth
' *

- code'AT if student'
looking at classmate. .

'brld answering question

- single major feature of

behavift

- ,atIdemfc responses Cake

precedence over SST

4,

-
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School #

N.4

41kil

.0bserver Number,

Observation Pages

guidelines .fo'r Anecdotal Recordingso

Class # Student #.

Classroom Pf;ocedures '(Note general class arrangement, schedule, and
atmosphere. Anything unusnal?)

0ip

-t-c- -
. .

Tar0t Student (Comment briefly on each of the following_areas for the_
'targeE studint obselived:T

Location (where does the dhild sit in relation to where teacher
does most teaching?)

Physical apPearance.(is child's appearance similar to peer 'group?)

Teacher-student relationship (are interactions between teache and
student similar to those of teacher with othdr students?)

Peer relationshi s (are interactions between target student and
other students s milar to those among most students in class?)

Attention to task (how does target studeni compare to other students?.)

Other (is there anything about the target student that seems different
'fram other stUdents in the class?)

ValLity of Observation -(Is there any reason why you would believe that
the observation is not a-valid reflectid

-interactions, etc?)

4

p.
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Table 0-1

'Average Times aneRanges of Times Allocated to Activities

Activi.ty
X Range

Reading 56.81 23.80 - 92.05

40,32 22.05 - 67.20

Spelling 10.59 0.00 -,30:80

Handwriting
0.00 28.00

Lapguage 31.31 8..75 63.00

Science 10.37 0_.00 42.70

Social Studies 17.81 0.00 47.125

Arts/Crafts 11.90 0.00 39.20

Free Time 5.60 0.00 7 18.20

Business Management 5.79 0.70 16.45

Transition '10.53 1.05 19.95

Can't Teli 0,20 0.00 3.50

Total 209.08, 136.50 -250-25

a
Means and ra'nges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based

on 26 students.

<

o



0-2

Table D-.2

Average Times and Ranges of Times Allocated to Tasks
a

r

,
-Task '

1
/4

Range

Readers .
N

Workbboks

52..55

29..69

, .

4.55..- )13.0,5

,

0.00 92.75 ,

Worksheets 31.04 0.00 61.95

Paper & Pencil 0.0,0 - 51.45

Listen to Lecture 4.12 0.00 18.55

Other Media 47.99 20.30 - 104.30

Teacher-Student Discussion 12.12 1.05 - 33.95

Fetch & Put Away 13.43 1.75 - 33.95

Total 20.8;90 133.70 : 250.25

a
Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based

on 26 students.

lUj

A
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D-3

Table D-3

Average Times and Ranges of Times Allocated tO Class Structurea

.Structure Range

Entfre:Grodp 134.43 34:3G - 227.50

Small Group 42.59 0.00 -

Ind4vidual 32.33 0.00 -

Total 299.35 137.20 - 250.25

a
Meabs and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, tvaed

on 26 students.

1

n

(Os.
4

1 A
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-; Table D74
I

" Average Timet and Ranges of Times in _Various Teacher Positiohsa

Si

, . .
Teacberi.Pasi tpoli Range

. .
4In .rrckn.t

A't' desk

Among 'Students

Beside Seudent

Back

Out . /.

Total

a' s, 1
Means an,d ranges
on..26 s.tudents.

& . .
.- . .

33.66 10.9,0 - 95.60

28.14, 1.15 - 8410

81.15 10.15 -140.90

19.48

5.95

5.43 .

173.81

1.00 - 66.25

0.50 - 25.75

0.00--- 27.65

113.15 -209.35

are-average fiumbers of minutes for one day, based

4.
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D-5

p

Tabfe 0-5

.
.

Average Tiffles and Ranges of. times tn Various Teacher Actives
a

Teacher Activity Range

No Response 106.06 52.35 - 153.60

Teaching 60.02 23.85.: 96.10

Other Talk 5.91 1.25 - 21.25

Approval , 1.00 - 3.65

Disapproval 1.10 . 0.15 - 3.00

Total 173.76 113,10 -209.10

fferspos

a
Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on 26 students.

-7)
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Table D-6

Average Times and Ranges of Times in Various Student Responsesa

Stkident Response

Writing

:Play Acad Game

Read Aloud,

Read 'Silently_

Talk Academic

Answer Acad.4uestion

, Ask Acad Question

Possive Response ,

Raise Hand

Look for Materials

Move to New Acad Station

,Play Appropriate\

Disruptian

Play'Inapprooriafe

Inappropriate Task'

Talk Non-Academics

1\-
Inap.propyiate Locale

Look :Around

Self Stimulation

Total

Range

22.09 s9.15 - 7.50,

2'73 .0.00 - 16.40

.4.10 1).00 - 16.35

7.42 0.O0 ! 24.40

5.38 0.15 - 12.65

1.75 0.00 - 9.50

.94 0.00 - 1.65

73.84 26.50 -136.40

2.79 0.10 - 860

5.75 0.75 - 15.10

5.70 1,00 - 10.90

10.56 2.35 - 24.25

1.01 0.00 - 13.90

4.79 0.25 16.40

.92 0.00 6.85

548 1.65 13.35

2.00 0.00 - 6.90

15.76 .44:85 - 28.15

.32 0.00 = 1.35

473:51 -. 113,ca...-2O9,po

aMeans and ranges are average numbers of minute$ for one day, based

Dn 26 students.
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Specific Research Questions

1, To what extent are there si nificant differences between groups in
time allocated to various a tivities?

Students in Level 5 eceived less time a.11ocated to

mathematics (23,min/ ay) than didstudents in Level 2

(52 min/day). "

T,0 what extent are there significant ;differences between groups ip
time spent in 'various tasks?

.Differences between groups were not significant.

44),Jo what extel6t are- thex..e significant differences between groups in

. time spent in various class structures?

'
Students in Levels.1-3 spent more time in an entire
group structure (about 154 minutes/day) than di.d students
in Levels 4 and 5 (abopt 70 minutes/day).

7
An individual structure was used with students in
Level 4 (about 85 minutes/day),more than with student's'
in Levels 1, 2, 3, and 5 (ranging from about 15 minutes/
day for Level 1 to about 30 minutes/day for Level 3).

To what extent are ther'e significant differences between groups Ln
time spent with the eacher in various teacher positions? .

Differepces between group" were not significant..

5. To whaI extent are there significant differences between groups,
in time spent with the:teadler involved in,variou's-teache activities?

Differences between groups were not significar

6: To what extent are there stgnificant differences between groups
in time spent in various student responses?'

St udents in Level ) spent more time looking around than
students in Levels 4 and 5 (about 24 min/day for Level 1

students versus about 10 min/day for Levels 4 and 5 stu-
dents).*

,

7, To what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time spent in various student responses as a function of

class aCtivity?

During math, Level 4 students spent more time reading
aloud ar-Ca7nswering acadetilic questions than students in

all other le'vels. The average time reading aloud was
about 16 seconds for Level 4 students as compared to less

,

1 Otj
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than ape seoond for all other levels.. Time in answering

questioni was about 1 l/Z, minutes for Level 4,students

as compared to 50 secondsfor!all-other levels. .

Level 4 students spent more time talking about academrc5

during math thantudents in t..evels 1, 3, and 5 (about

3 minutes versus abdut I minute).

During social studies, students in Level 2 spent.more

time answering academic questions than students in Levels

1, 3, arid 5 (about 27 seconds versus about 112 second).

Students in Level 2 spent moreAime in inppropriate play

than did students in Levels 3 and 5 during sacial studies

(about 2 minutes versus about 13 seconds).

Stude'nts in Level -2 spent mdre, time during social studies

looking around than students in.Level 5 (about 3.1/2

Minutes versus 0 minutes).

During reading, students in#Level *4 spent more'ttme asking

academic questions than &tudents in Levels 2 and'S (50

seconds versus 7 seconds), and more time looking for

materials than students'in all other levels (5 minutes

Yersus 47 seconds).

During language, students in Level 5 spent more time in

appropt:iate play than students in Levels 2, 3, and 4

(3 minutes versus 12 seconds). During spelling, Level

2 students spent more time raising hands than students

in'all other levels (26 seconds versus#1/2,second).
P

8. To wha(extent are there significant differences between groups

in time spent inyarious student responses as a function of dif-

ferent tasks eMplioyed?

4.

.

While listening to lectures, Level 2 students spent more

time looking for materials than students in all other

levels (30 secdnds versus 3 secorids) and students in

Level 5.spent more,time reading aloud than studenA...i in

all other levels" (7 seconds ver'sus 1/2 second)'. .

When involved in,other media tasks, students in Level 4

sPent more time talking abrout academics than students in

Levels 1-3 (5 minutes versut 1 minute). Ruring other

media tasks, Level 2 students' 'spent more,time in. in-

appropriate play:then sudents in Level 3 (2 1/2 minutes

versus 18 seconds).

(\o When using readers, Level 4 students 'spentpore time

answering academic questions than students.in all other

levels (1 ln minutes versus 12'seconds). More time
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was spent looking around when using readers by Level

1 students as compared to Level 5 students (8'minutes '

versus 20 seconds).

When using worksheets, students in.Level 4 spent more
time than students in all other levels in playing academic

- games (13 seconds versus less than 1 second) and in looking

for materials (3 1/3 minutes versus.24 seconds).
Io

When using workbooks, students in Level 2 'spent more time

in afiproviate play than studemts in Levels 1, 3, 4, and

"5 (4 minutes versus 9 seconds).

v During teacher-student discussions, students in Level 2

spent more time in inappropriate play than students in

levels 1 and 5 (1 minute versus 4 seconds).

9. To what extent are there significant differences- between groups

4 irtime spent in various'student responses as a functio* of-class

structure? ,

During entire groOp structures, Level 2 students:spent

more'time tKan students in all other levels in inappropriate

play (10 minutes versus 2 1/2 minutes) and talking about

non-academics (8 1/2 minutes versus 2 1/2 minute0 and spent

more time than students in Levels 4 and 5 looking for mater-

ials (7 1/2 minutes versus) 1/2 minutes).

During small group structures, st dents in Level 5 spent

more time moving to new academic tations than students in'

Levels 1-4 ( 2 1/2 minbtes versus 42 seconds), and wire
time writing than students in Levels 2 and 3 (13 1/2 minutes

veTsus 2 3/4 minutes).

During small group structures, students in Level 4.spent

more time tal,king about academics than students in

Level 2 (4 minutes versus 4 seconds)., Level 4 students
also spent more time during small group structures answering

academic questions than students in all other levels (1 1/2

minutes. versus 8 seconds).

During indtvidual structures, Level 4 students spent more
time than students in all other levels in writing (10

minutes versus 2 1/2 minutes), asking academic questions
(50 see-ands versus 10 seconds); rafsing hands (1 15/2

minutes versus, less than 1 second), looking for materials

(over 5 minutes versus 22 seconds),".appropriate play
(' 4 3/I mi-nOtes xersus 43 seconds), 'and talking about non-

academics ( 4 3/4 minutes vversus 12 seconds). These dif-

',ferences reflected the greater amount of time overall spent

by-Level 4 ,stOdents in individual claSs structure.



10. Lo what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time spent in various student responses as a function of
teabitr positIon7

17
;

When.the teacher was in front of the.class,,students
in Level 2 uent more timethan students in all other
levels in asking academic questions (18 seconds versus
3 seconds), looking for materials (3 minutes versus 43
seconds), moving to new academic staticins (2 minutes .

' versus.40 seconds), and talking about non-academics
(3 minutes versus 37 seconds).

. When the teacher was at.the student's side, stueents in.
tevels 3 and 4 spent more time moving to new academic
stations thaR students in Level 1 (41 seconds versus 3
seconds.), while students in Eevel 4 spent more time
than students in all other levels in self-stimulation (7
seconds yersus 0 seconds), and more time than Levels'l and

P.5 students in talking about academics (5 1/3 minutes-vers'us
33 seconds).

°' When the teacher was in baCk of the class, students in
-Level 4 spent more time talking about non-academics than
students in all other levels (51 SecOnds versus 9,seconds).

.t,

-,-11. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
{ii time spent in various student responses as a function of tedcher

. , acivity? .

v,

When the ,teacfier was teach'Ing, students in LOel 4 spent
more time than students:in.all other levels in talking
about academids (7 minutes versus 1 1/2 minutes) and stu-

, dents in Level 2 spent more time looKing for materials
than students in Levels, 1, 3, a-nd 5, (2 minutes versus 32

sRconds).
X

When tHe teaclier was giving disapproval, students in Level
2 .spent more time...looking for materials than students in

Levels 1, 3, 4, and 5 (8 seconds rersus 2 seconds).

When the teacher was making no response, students in Level
1 -spent more time )ooking around thanstudents in Levels
4 and 5 (18. minutes versus. 7 minutes). ,

.12 To what'extent are there significant differences between groups
ih time. spent in various class structures' as a function of class

activity?

During 4..át matics,'s-Wdents in Level 5 spent more time
in small g oup structures than students in Levels 2 and 3
(2 1/3 mi.nutes versus 9 Seconds) and'stuaents in Level 3

spent more time in entire group structufes than students
in Levels 4 and 5 (5 minutes versus 27 seconds).* <

;

II

;
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During reading, Level 4 students sRent more timt:in

indivAdual structures ttlan students in all other levels

(6 1/3_minutes versus I minute).

13. To what.extent are there significant differences between groups

in time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions as a

function of class activity?

Curiq reading,_students in Level 4 sptnt more.time with

the teacher in the back of the 1c9om than students in all

Othtr levels (4 minutes yersus 26\seconds).

During handwriting, students in Level 4 spent m'Cre time

mIth the teach& in back of the room than students in all

other levels (1 1/3 minutes versus 4 seconds).

During social-studies, students ill Level 2 spent more

time with the teacher in front of the room than students

in Levels 1, 3, and 5 (13 1/2 minutts versus 1 1/4 minutes).

During trpsition activities, students in Level 2 spent

more time with the teacher iR front of the class tharr stu-

dents in Level 3 (4 1/4 minutes versus I minute).

14. To What extent are there significant differences between graups

in time spent with the teacher in various teacher activities as a

function of class activity?

. During mathematics, Level 2 students spent mort,time with

the teacher making no response than students in Levels 1,

3, 4, and 5 (32 minutes versus 17 1/ minutes).

During handwriting, students in Level 4 spent more tiMe

with the teacher giving approval than studenIs in all other

levels (10 seconds versus less than I second).

15. To what extent are there significant:differences between groups in

time spent in different tasks as a function of class activity?

During reading, students in Level 2 spent more time in

teacher-student discussions than did students in all other

levels (33 secOnds versus 4 seconds).

During mathematics, students in Level 2 vient more time

using worksheets than did students in Level 1 (3 3/4 minutes

versus 42 sectnds), and students in Level 5,spent more time

in fetch/put-away tasks than did students in Levels 1-4

(11 seconds versus 2 1/2 secondst).

Our* 'handwriting, students in...Lex-el 5 spent more time

using worksheets than did students in Levels 1-3 (1 minute

versus less than 1 second).
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During language, Level 5 students spent more time with
other media ,than did students in Levels 1-4 (2 minutes
versus 30 seconds); further, students in Level 5 spent .

moretime in teacher-student"discussi,ons tha.h did students
. in Levels 173 (1 1/3 minutes'versus 7 seconds).

During social studies, Level 2 students spent more time
in te-acher-student discussions than Aid students in all
other levels (1 minute versus 3 seconds).

DUring arts'and crafts, Level 2 students spent more time
listening to lectures than did students in all other
levels (35 seconds versus 3 seconds).

During transition activities., students in Level 5 spent

more time listening to lecture than did student's in Levels
1-4 (13 secorids versus less than 1 second).

16. To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent in various class structures as a function of the
different tasks employed?

When usfng workbooks, Level 2 students spent more time in
entire group structures than did students in all other
levels (6 3/4 minutes versus 0 1/4 minutes).

When using other media, students in Level 5 spent more
time in small group structures than did students in
Levels 2 and 3.(3 1/4.minutes versus 29 secone , and e,
students in Level 4 spet more time in indiv.esl 1

structures than did students in Levels 1-5 (4 3/4 minutes
versus 45 seconds). /

When involved in'teacher-student discussions, students
in Level 4 spent more time in small group structures than
did students in Level 3 (24 seconds versus 2 seconds).

During fetch and put away tasks, students in Level 1 spent

more time in small group structures than did students
in Level 3 (22 seconds versus 4 seconds).

When using worksheets, Level 4 students spept more time
in individual structures than did students in Levels 1, 3,

and 5 (3 3/4 minutes. versus 35 seconds).

17. To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
in time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions as a

function of the different tasks employed?

When using workbooks, students in Level 2 spent more time
with the teacher in front of the class than did students
in Levels 1, 3, 4, and 5, (13 1/2 minutes versus 2 minutes).

114
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When using worksheets, students in Level 4 spent more
time with the teacher in back of the class, than did
students in all other levels (2 3/4 minutes versus 11

seconds).

When listening to lectures, LeIel 5 students spent more
time with the teacher at.the student's side than did
students in all other levels (9 seconds versus lesstthan

1 second).

When using other media, students in Level 4 spent more

time with the teacher at the studrIt's side than di.d
students in Levels 1, 2, 3, hnd 5 (17 minutes versus 3 1/?

minutes). Also, when using other medla, Level 5 students
spent more time than Levels 1-4 students with the teacher
in back of the class (6 minutes versus 1 1/2 minutes).

18. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
jn time spent with the teacher in'volved in various teacher activities

as a function of the different tasks employed?

When using worksheets, Level 4 students spent more time
with the teacher giving approval than students in Level 2

When listening tO lectures, students in Level 5 spent ,

more.time than students in Levels 1, 3, and 4 with the
teacher making no respuse (2 minutes versus 21 seconds),

and students in Level 2 spent more time than students in
all other levels with the teacher involved in teaching
(7 3/4 minutes verus 1 1/2 minutes).

(23 seconds versus 0 seconds).

When using other media, students in Level 4 spent more
time than students in Level 1 with the teacher involved
.

in teaching (23 minutes versus 3 3/4 minutes).

During teacher-student discussions, students in Level 5

spent more time with the teacher teaching than students

in Level 1 (7 3/4 minutes versus 1 minute).

19. To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent with the 1teacher in various teacher positions as a
function of the cl.a s structure?

During e ire group structures, students in Level Y spent
more tIlme with tbe teacher among students then did stu-
dents in Level 4 (56 1/2 minutes versus 9 1/2 minutes).

During small group structures, students in Level 4 spent
more time with the teacher at their sides than did stu-

dents in all otherlevels' (8 minutes versus I minute).

During individual structures, Level 4 students spent more
time than students in all other leves with the teacher ,
in the back of the room (4 3/4 minutes versus 9 seconds).

Ns.
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20. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher acti-
vities as a function of the class structure?

Wheh in entire group structures, students in Levels 2 and
3 spent more time than did studnts in Level 4 with the
teacher making no response (82 minute5-versuS"28 minutes)
and with the teacher teaching (49 minutes versus 15 1/2 ,

minutes).

When in small group structures, stude.nts in Level 5 spent
more time with the teacher giv,ing approval than did stu-
dents in Levels 1-3 (48 econds versus 4 seconds).

21. To what extent are there significant differences between4roups ,
in time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activi-

ties as a function of teacher position?

When the teacher was in front of the class, Level 2 stu-
dents spent more time with the teacher'making no response
than did students in all other levels (5 1/3 minutes versus
1 3/4 minutes).

When the teacherswas among students, Level 5 students spent

, more time with the teacher giving approval than did students

at all other levels (12 seconds versus less than I second).

When the teacher was at the student's side, Level 4 students
spent more time with the teacher teathing than did students
in Levels 1 and 5 (4 3/4 minutes v,ersus 47 seconds).

22. To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activities
as a function of the class activity while the student is making no

active response?

During mathematics, when the student was making no active
response, students in Leve,Ls 2 and 3 spent more time with
the teacher making no response than did students in Levels
4 and 5 (9 3/4 minutes versus 3 3/4 minutes). 4t. f"^

eA16
During free time, when the student WdS making no active
response, students in Level 4 spent more time with the
teacher teaching than did students in all other levels
( 1 minute versus 6 seconds).

During business management activities, when the student
was making no'active response, students in Level 5 spent

more time with the teacher teachi..9g than students inall

other levels (4 1/3 minute's versus 23 seconds).
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.23. To What extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent in various student responses as a function of the dif-
ferent tasks employed duriWreading?

Durinb reading, when involved in teacher-s.tudent dis-
cus9.i.ons, students in Level 2 spent more time than students
in, all other levels in making no active response ( 1 1/2

minutes versus 13 seconds) and in inappropriate play (25
seconds versus less than 1 second).

When using worksheets during reading, students in Level
4 spent more time than students in all other levels in
looking for_materials (2 1/3 minutes versus 9 seconds)
and in appropriate play (2 1/4 minutes versUs 7 seconds).

When using other media during reading, Level 4 students
spent more timeloaving for materials than did students'
in.all other leyeTs (1 1)2 minutes. versus 10 1/2 segonds).

4

When listening to lectures difring rea/ding, students in
'Level 5 spent more time moving to new academic ttations
than did students in Levels 1-3 (5 seconds versus,0 sec.on.h).

oi When using readers during reading, itudents in Level 2
spent more time looking around than did students in Level

5 (2 1/2 minutes versus 13 seConds).

24. To what extent are there" significant"differences between groups in
time spent in various student responses as a function of the clas,s
structure during reading?

When.in individual structures during reading, Level 4

students spent more time than did students in all other .

levels in writing (5 1/2 minutes versus 30 seconds),
asking academic questions .,(35 seconds versus 4 seconds),
raising hands (45 seconds versus 0 seconds), looking for
materials (4 minutes versus 3 seconds), appropriate play

mi.nutes versus 2,1/2 seconds), talking *about non-aca-
demics (50 seconds versus 4 1/2 seconds), ari'd looking
around (2 minutes versus 81/2 seconds).

During individual reading, students in Level 4 spent more
time than students in Levels 1 and 2 in making no active '

response (11 1/2 minutes versus 5 seconds) and more. time
moving to new academic stations than students in Levels 1,
2, and 3 (1 1/2 minutes verius 6 1/2 seconds).

16

When in entire group structures during reading, Level 2.
students spent more time taling about non-academics than
did students in Levels 3 and 4 (31.seconds versus 4 seconds).

11

41



E-10'

,
.

25. To what extent are there significant differences.between groups.in
time spent in various student responses .as a function of teacher

activity during reading?
1

When the teacher was involved in other talk duri'ng reading,

studenfs'ia Level I spent more time asking academic ques-
tions ,than did Students in Levels 2, 3, and 5 (5 seconds ,

versus less than I second). When the teacher was"-Imaking-ao

response during reading, Levef-4 students s'Pent more time

looking for mat.erials than did students in all other levels

(4 3/4 minutes versus 38 secondO.
*

When the teacher:.was teaching during reading, students in
Leve1.4 speht more time looking for materials than Levels,
3 arid 5 students (27 seconds versus 4 seconds), and more
time.in self-stimulation than students in ail, other levels

(5 seconds versus.less than r seco'nd).

When the teacher w giving disapproval during.reading,
Level 4 students s ent more time in inappropriate locales
than did students in all other leyels (4 seconds versus

0 seconds).

26. To what extent are there significant differences between_grotips

, in'time spent with the Aeacher involved in various/teacher activjties

as .a functton of tNe.task employed during reading?

Differences tietween groups were not signifitant.

27. To what extent are theresignificantAifferences between groups

in time spent in dif'ferent,tasks as a functions,of clais structure

during reading?

When in small group structures Level 2 students spent

more time using readers than,di0 students in all :nther

levels (1 3/4 minutes versus'6 seconds). ./

When in individual'ttruc,tures, Level 4 ,students spent

more'time using woricsheets than did'students.in all
other leuels (2 1/2 seconds versus 12,seconds).

28. To what extent are there significant'differenceYbetween grobps

in time allocated to acadeMic versus,non-academIc activities?'
,

Students in Levels.2 arid 3 'received more time allocated.

to academic activities than-d,id student in Level 5

(over 3,hours versus 2 1/4.ho.ursJ:

29. To whl)t ext'ent are there significant differenCes betweea groups

in time spent in academic responding; task management,*and in-

appropriate behaviors?

13 0
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Students in Level 2 spent more time engaged in inappropriate
student behaviors-than did students in Level 5.(46 minutes

versus 16 minutes).

. To what extent are there significant differences be.tween-groups
in academic responding, task management, and inappropriate behakiors

aS a 'function of whether the activity is 'satademic or' non-academic?
4

During"academic activities, students in Level'2 spent more
time in inaRpropriate behaviors than did students in

% Level 5 (37 minutes versus 12'minutes).
/*
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